The role of proximal and distal influences on relationship termination adjustment in college students by Hensley, Robert Bruce
Retrospective Theses and Dissertations Iowa State University Capstones, Theses andDissertations
2006
The role of proximal and distal influences on
relationship termination adjustment in college
students
Robert Bruce Hensley
Iowa State University
Follow this and additional works at: https://lib.dr.iastate.edu/rtd
Part of the Developmental Psychology Commons, Social Psychology Commons, and the Social
Psychology and Interaction Commons
This Dissertation is brought to you for free and open access by the Iowa State University Capstones, Theses and Dissertations at Iowa State University
Digital Repository. It has been accepted for inclusion in Retrospective Theses and Dissertations by an authorized administrator of Iowa State University
Digital Repository. For more information, please contact digirep@iastate.edu.
Recommended Citation
Hensley, Robert Bruce, "The role of proximal and distal influences on relationship termination adjustment in college students "
(2006). Retrospective Theses and Dissertations. 1263.
https://lib.dr.iastate.edu/rtd/1263
The role of proximal and distal influences on relationship termination adjustment 
in college students 
by 
Robert Bruce Hensley 
A dissertation submitted to the graduate faculty 
in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the degree of 
DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY 
Major: Human Development and Family Studies (Life Span Studies) 
Program of Study Committee: 
Peter Martin, Major Professor 
Christine Cook 
Dianne Draper 
Mack Shelley 
Ron Werner-Wilson 
Iowa State University 
Ames, Iowa 
2006 
UMI Number: 3217277 
INFORMATION TO USERS 
The quality of this reproduction is dependent upon the quality of the copy 
submitted. Broken or indistinct print, colored or poor quality illustrations and 
photographs, print bleed-through, substandard margins, and improper 
alignment can adversely affect reproduction. 
In the unlikely event that the author did not send a complete manuscript 
and there are missing pages, these will be noted. Also, if unauthorized 
copyright material had to be removed, a note will indicate the deletion. 
UMI 
UMI Microform 3217277 
Copyright 2006 by ProQuest Information and Learning Company. 
All rights reserved. This microform edition is protected against 
unauthorized copying under Title 17, United States Code. 
ProQuest Information and Learning Company 
300 North Zeeb Road 
P.O. Box 1346 
Ann Arbor, Ml 48106-1346 
11 
Graduate College 
Iowa State University 
This is to certify that the doctoral dissertation of 
Robert Bruce Hensley 
has met the dissertation requirements of Iowa State University 
Major Professor 
For the Major Program 
Signature was redacted for privacy.
Signature was redacted for privacy.
iii 
Dedication 
This dissertation is dedicated in loving memory of my mother, Frances Marie Pahl 
Hensley, whose support, enthusiasm, and guidance regarding my education never wavered. 
Thank you, Mom. 
iv 
TABLE OF CONTENTS 
LIST OF FIGURES vi 
LIST OF TABLES vii 
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS ix 
ABSTRACT x 
CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 1 
CHAPTER 2. LITERATURE REVIEW 5 
Overview 5 
Gender Differences Regarding Relationship Termination Adjustment 5 
Commitment to the Former Relationships and Relationship Termination Adjustment 9 
Additional Studies on Relationship Termination Adjustment 11 
Age and Relationship Termination Adjustment 13 
Theoretical Perspectives 14 
Duck's Theory of Relationship Dissolution 14 
The Developmental Adaptation Model 15 
The Role of Early Childhood Events in Relationship Termination Adjustment 21 
The Role of Childhood Attachment in Relationship Termination Adjustment 24 
The Role of Adult Attachment in Relationship Termination Adjustment 25 
The Role of Personality in Relationship Termination Adjustment 30 
The Role of Stress in Relationship Termination Adjustment 31 
The Role of Coping in Relationship Termination Adjustment 32 
Research Questions and Hypotheses 35 
CHAPTER 3. METHOD 40 
Demographic Data of the Present Sample 40 
IRB Approval and Informed Consent 48 
Measurements 49 
Demographics 49 
Childhood Events 49 
Childhood Attachment 50 
Personality 52 
Perceived Stress 53 
Adult Attachment 54 
Coping 56 
Relationship Termination Adjustment 57 
Analyses 59 
CHAPTER 4. RESULTS 62 
Postratification of the Present Sample 62 
V 
Descriptive Results of Measures Used in the Present Study 63 
Mean Gender Differences 66 
Effect Sizes for Gender Differences 70 
Childhood and Adolescent Life Events Gender Differences 71 
Mean Age Differences in Perceived Level of Stress and RTA 72 
The Role of Covariates in the Mean Differences Analyses 73 
Structural Equation Modeling: A Developmental Model of 
Relationship Termination Adjustment 79 
Measurement Model 80 
Structural Model 90 
Neuroticism Structural Model 95 
Trimmed Model 97 
Multiple Group Analyses 99 
CHAPTER 5. DISCUSSION 121 
Gender Differences 121 
Age Differences 125 
The Role of Commitment to the Former Relationship in RTA 127 
Structural Equation Modeling 128 
Measurement Model 129 
Structural model 129 
Implications of the Present Study 138 
Limitations of the Current Study 139 
Directions for Future Research 140 
Conclusion 141 
APPENDIX A. INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD APPROVAL LETTER 143 
APPENDIX B. INFORMED CONSENT DOCUMENT 145 
APPENDIX C. SURVEY INSTRUMENT 147 
REFERENCES 176 
vi 
FIGURE 1. 
FIGURE 2. 
FIGURE 3. 
FIGURE 4. 
FIGURE 5. 
FIGURE 6. 
FIGURE 7. 
FIGURE 8. 
LIST OF FIGURES 
THE DEVELOPMENTAL ADAPTATION MODEL 18 
HYPOTHESIZED MODEL 20 
MEAN DIFFERENCES IN TOTAL CHILDHOOD AND 
ADOLESCENCE LIFE EVENTS FOR GENDER AND AGE 
CLASSIFICATION INTERACTIONS ON LIFE EVENTS 72 
MEAN DIFFERENCE IN TOTAL K5TH LIFE EVENTS FOR 
GENDER AND AGE CLASSIFICATION INTERACTIONS ON 
LIFE EVENTS 73 
STRUCTURAL MODEL OF RELATIONSHIP TERMINATION 
ADJUSTMENT 96 
TRIMMED MODEL OF RELATIONSHIP TERMINATION 
ADJUSTMENT 98 
STRUCTURAL MODEL OF RELATIONSHIP TERMINATION 
ADJUSTMENT FOR MEN 111 
STRUCTURAL MODEL OF RELATIONSHIP TERMINATION 
ADJUSTMENT FOR WOMEN 112 
42 
45 
64 
67 
74 
78 
81 
91 
93 
99 
100 
106 
vu 
LIST OF TABLES 
FREQUENCIES, PERCENTAGES, MEANS AND 
STANDARD DEVIATIONS ON DEMOGRAPHIC 
VARIABLES USED IN THE PRESENT STUDY ON 
RELATIONSHIP TERMINATION ADJUSTMENT 
FREQUENCIES, PERCENTAGES, MEANS AND 
STANDARD DEVIATIONS ON DEMOGRAPHIC 
VARIABLES USED IN THE PRESENT STUDY ON 
RELATIONSHIP TERMINATION ADJUSTMENT 
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS ON 
MEASURES USED IN THE PRSENT STUDY ON 
RELATIONSHIP TERMINATION ADJUSTMENT 
MEAN GENDER DIFFERENCES ON MEASURES 
USED IN THE PRESENT STUDY ON RELATIONSHIP 
TERMINATION ADJUSTMENT 
MEAN AGE DIFFERENCES ON MEASURES USED IN 
PRESENT STUDY ON RELATIONSHIP TERMINATION 
ADJUSTMENT 
SUMMARY OF REGRESSION ANALYSES FOR CONTROL 
VARIABLES PREDICTING RELATIONSHIP TERMINATION 
ADJUSTMENT 
CORRELATION MATRIX FOR MEASUREMENT MODEL 
FACTOR LOADINGS FOR CONFIRMATORY FACTOR 
RELATIONSHIP TERMINATION ADJUSTMENT MODEL 
FIT INDICES FOR MODELS UTILIZING NEO-FFI 
PERSONALITY DOMAINS 
FIT INDICES FOR NEUROTICISM MODELS OF 
RELATIONSHIP TERMINATION ADJUSTMENT 
CORRELATION MATRIX FOR GENDER MULTIPLE 
GROUP COMPARISON MODEL 
FIT INDICES FOR GENDER MODELS OF 
RELATIONSHIP TERMINATION ADJUSTMENT 
viii 
TABLE 13. FACTOR LOADINGS FOR GENDER MODELS OF 
RELATIONSHIP TERMINATION ADJUSTMENT 108 
TABLE 14. CORRELATION MATRIX FOR AGE MULTIPLE 
GROUP COMPARISON MODEL 115 
ix 
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 
I would like to thank several individuals who contributed to the development of this project. 
First, I would like to thank Dr. Gary Gute from the University of Northern Iowa, Dr. Corly 
Peterson Brooke, and Dr. Craig Allen of Iowa State University for their willingness and 
permission to collect data in their respective classes. Moreover, I also wish to thank Dr. 
Frederick Gibbons of the ISU Psychology Department for giving me permission to collect 
data from the department's research pool. Without their cooperation, this study never would 
have materialized. Second, I would like to thank Dr. Peter Martin, my major professor, for 
his tremendous guidance and support throughout this endeavor. His insistence to produce a 
quality dissertation (and nothing short of one) really taught me the meaning of what it means 
to "aim high." Peter, you rekindled my love for research and for that I will always be 
grateful. Third, I would like to express my gratitude to my committee members, Dr. 
Christine Cook, Dr. Dee Draper, Dr. Mack Shelley, Dr. Ron Werner-Wilson, as well as to a 
former member (now retired), Dr. Mary Winter. Their support and input was truly valuable 
in the completion of this dissertation. Most importantly, I want to express heartfelt thanks 
and love to my wife, Tammy. Your presence throughout this dynamic process helped 
provide me with the strength to see this dissertation reach its fruition. I realized how having 
your support over the last two years really was the difference between stagnating on this 
project and completing it. I cannot thank you enough for your patience, optimism, and 
unconditional love. 
X 
ABSTRACT 
The purpose of the present study was to investigate gender and age differences in dealing 
with a romantic relationship breakup, as well as to investigate the role that distal (childhood 
events and childhood attachment) and proximal (personality, perceived stress, coping, and 
adult attachment) influence one's adjustment to an ended romantic relationship. Participants 
for this study included 252 (160 women and 92 men) college students, with age ranges from 
18 to 39. Two (Age) X Two (Gender) analyses of covariance were computed to assess mean 
differences for all variables. Women reported higher Neuroticism, Extraversion, and 
Agreeableness scores than men, whereas men displayed higher levels of Openness to 
Experience than did women. Regarding coping, women utilized (on average) more 
instrumental support than did men. Men experienced significantly more life events during 
the period from sixth to eighth grade than did women. In addition, regarding total life events, 
older female students had the fewest childhood life events whereas older male students had 
the highest numbers of childhood life events. Multiple regression analyses were then used to 
determine the influence of eight covariates on relationship termination adjustment (RTA). 
One covariate, commitment to the former relationship, was a significant predictor of the three 
measures of RTA (grief, disentanglement, and self-worth). Finally, structural equation 
modeling was used. Five structural models (each utilizing one of the five traits (Neuroticism, 
Extraversion, Openness, Agreeableness, and Conscientiousness) measured by the NEO-FFI 
were compared regarding the respective model's ability to most comprehensively explain and 
predict RTA. Of these five models, the Neuroticism structural model of RTA had a good fit 
(CFI = .98) to the data and provided the most significant pathways relevant to the 
developmental outcome (RTA) of all the models computed. Based on this model, multiple 
xi 
group comparisons regarding both gender and age were performed to determine if these 
variables act as moderators in RTA. In both comparisons, neither gender nor age acted as a 
moderator regarding how one deals with an ended relationship. Future research needs to 
utilize the established Neuroticism structural model of RTA and examine the developmental 
trajectories involved in adjusting to an ended romantic relationship. 
xii 
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I. INTRODUCTION 
College students face many challenges during their collegiate careers, and one of the key 
challenges they confront is dealing with dating relationship problems. Even though dealing 
with an ended romantic relationship is a common event among college students (Helgeson, 
1994), relationship difficulties are among the most common reasons college students seek 
counseling services (McCarthy, Lambert, & Brack, 1997), and relationship termination is a 
risk factor for the initial onset of major depressive disorder in adolescents (Monroe, Rohde, 
Seeley, & Lewinson, 1999). In addition, students can display a grief response when a 
romantic relationship ends (Kaczmarek, Backlund, & Biemer, 1990). In his work on divorce 
adjustment, Fisher (1976) defined the divorce process as "the social and emotional changes 
that people go through as they separate and divorce from the former love-object person" (p. 
9). Adjustment to an ended premarital romantic relationship can be conceptualized in the 
same manner (Hensley, 1996). Studying how college students adjust to the end of a romantic 
relationship can be of value to scholarly and lay audiences alike because of the potential for 
personal growth after a relationship has ended (Kaczmarek, Backlund, & Biemer, 1990; 
Tashiro & Frazier, 2003). 
According to Johnson (2001), relationship loss often challenges one's ability to develop 
healthy skills, and this experience can encourage and enable individuals to deal with future 
stressful circumstances in an effective and successful manner. Moreover, through studying 
premarital relationship breakups, researchers have concluded that premarital relationships 
can serve as a mate selection process before finding the ideal marital partner (Hill, Rubin, & 
Peplau, 1976). When dealing with an ended relationship, the bulk of the research in the past 
has come from the literature on divorce adjustment (Hensley, 1996; Johnson, 2001). Despite 
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less coverage on non-marital populations and their adjustment to divorce (especially 
involving college students), a few studies have focused on adjustment to an ended romantic 
relationship among college students (Frazier & Cook, 1993; Hill, Rubin, & Peplau, 1976; 
Helgeson, 1994; Hensley, 1996; Johnson, 2001; Moller, Fouladi, McCarthy, & Hatch, 2003; 
Simpson, 1987; Sprecher, 1994). 
Despite this coverage on how college students adjust to an ended romantic relationship, 
little attention has been given to the role that early experiences (e.g., distal life events, 
childhood attachment) play in how one deals with current life stressors, one's ability to cope, 
one's personality, and one's current attachment, and how both these distal experiences and 
proximal experiences affect one's adjustment to an ended romantic relationship. 
Gender and relationship termination adjustment have received attention in the literature, 
but the findings in these studies have yielded mixed results. Empirical evidence does exist 
for gender differences in how one adjusts to an ended relationship (Baxter, 1986; Choo, 
Levine, & Hatfield, 1996; Helgeson, 1994; Hill et al., 1976), yet other investigations have 
found no significant gender differences in relationship termination adjustment (Hensley, 
1996; Hortacsu and Karanci, 1987; Sprecher, 1994; Sprecher, Felmlee, Metts, Fehr, & Vanni, 
1998). Moreover, regarding the magnitude of gender differences in relationship termination 
adjustment, little if any research has been done on examining the effect sizes of gender 
differences in this area of study. Hyde (2005) has proposed a gender similarities hypothesis, 
stating that numerous analyses of gender differences have shown that men and women are 
more alike than different in a variety of domains, and in many cases the differences that do 
exist are small in magnitude. Evidence does exist for gender differences in personality 
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(Feingold, 1994), but less evidence exists for studying the magnitude (i.e., effect sizes) of 
potential gender differences in personality regarding adjusting to an ended relationship. 
The role of age has also been overlooked in the literature. Early adulthood is a crucial 
period of identity exploration, with young persons, or "emerging adults," examining their 
identities in the areas of romantic relationships, work, and worldviews (Arnett, 2000). 
According to Arnett (2006), emerging adulthood can be seen as an age of possibilities, with 
optimism reigning. Even if emerging adults are struggling with the stressors that are part of 
this age (relationships, school, work, etc.), many believe that they will succeed in these 
endeavors. Moreover, Erikson (1959) stated that the key challenge, or crisis, of this period of 
development is the quest for intimacy. Emerging adults can build optimal, close 
relationships (either romantic or non-romantic), or isolate themselves from being close to 
others. Moreover, unless one has established a reasonable sense of identity, real intimacy is 
not possible. The college years can provide for both identity and intimate relationship 
exploration (Arnett, 2000), yet no study has addressed whether or not the age of a college 
student affects how one handles the dynamics of a relationship (like a breakup, for example) 
during this pivotal period. Does starting one's college career affect how one adjusts to 
premarital breakups differently than if one is ending one's college experience? In addition, 
no study has investigated whether or not any age differences (e.g., younger students versus 
older students) in relationship termination adjustment exist among college students. 
The purpose of the present study was to build on the literature concerning relationship 
termination adjustment and investigate the role that childhood events and childhood 
attachment play in one's attachment in adulthood, one's personality, dealing with current life 
stressors, and how one copes and how these variables directly affect one's adjustment to an 
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ended romantic relationship. The current study investigated how gender and age differences 
affected dealing with a breakup. Age differences in relationship termination adjustment were 
examined by comparing outcome scores of younger college students to older college 
students. 
Moreover, this investigation examined how distal influences (i.e., childhood events and 
childhood attachment) and proximal influences (i.e., attachment in adulthood, personality, 
perceived stress, and coping) affected one's adjustment to an ended romantic relationship. In 
addition, the role of these four proximal influences acting as mediators between distal events 
and developmental outcome were examined. The present study utilized the developmental 
adaptation model (Martin & Martin, 2002) to explain the role that these distal (childhood 
events and childhood attachment) and proximal (adult attachment, current life stressors, 
personality, and coping) variables played on the designated developmental outcome 
(adjustment to an ended romantic relationship). 
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II. LITERATURE REVIEW 
Overview 
Several key areas of interest exist within the research literature on how one deals with an 
ended premarital romantic relationship: (1) gender differences regarding relationship 
termination adjustment, (2) commitment to the former relationship and how this level of 
commitment affects relationship adjustment, (3) additional studies on relationship 
termination adjustment, and (4) and how one's age affects how one adjusts to an ended 
relationship. 
Gender Differences Regarding Relationship Termination Adjustment 
In the literature on relationship termination adjustment, one central area of interest is on 
gender differences in how one handles a breakup. Hill et al. (1976) produced one of the first 
investigations into pre-marital breakups. They studied college men and women from the 
same dating relationship for two years and focused on the reasons why breakups occurred. 
The factors that predicted breakups before marriage included unequal involvement in the 
relationship, discrepant age, educational goals, intelligence, and physical attractiveness. 
Moreover, Hill et al. (1976) also found that men experienced higher levels of distress than 
women after a breakup. Results also suggested that the desire to breakup was rarely mutual. 
Women were more likely than men to perceive difficulties in premarital relationships and 
tended to be the ones who initiated the breakup. Moreover, the timing of the breakups was 
highly correlated to the school calendar, suggesting that external factors play a major role in 
structuring breakups. 
Baxter (1986) studied gender differences in heterosexual relationship rules found in 
break-up accounts. Break-up accounts produced eight primary reasons/rules relevant to 
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heterosexual relationships: the obligation to grant autonomy beyond the relationship; the 
expectation of similarity; the obligation to be supportive, loyal, and open; the expectation of 
shared time between relationship parties; the expectation of equity; and the expectation that 
the relationship will be characterized by an inexplicable "magic" quality. Results also 
suggested that women were significantly more likely to mention autonomy, openness, and 
equity reasons in their break-up accounts than men were. Men, on the other hand, more 
frequently mentioned the lack of the magical quality as a reason for their break-up. 
In one of the few cross-cultural studies to examine relationship termination adjustment, 
Hortacsu and Karanci (1987) found that gender differences did not play a significant role in 
emotional distress after breakup. They studied perceived reasons, attributional dimensions, 
and affective reactions to premarital breakups in a sample of Turkish college students. 
Participants completed a four-part instrument that contained questions on demographics, and 
the last broken-up relationship. In addition, participants were asked to rate their last 
dissolved relationship on a five-point Likert scale. Finally, they were asked to write down 
their most important reason as to why the relationship ended and then to rate this key reason 
on 22 items addressing the causal attributions for the breakup. 
The participants' ratings regarding the reason the breakup occurred were subjected to 
factor analysis which revealed the following six factors: self-control, partner's control, 
control external to the relationship, partner's lack of caring, instability, and transitoriness. 
The results indicated that the gender of the participant did not have a significant effect on the 
amount of distress experienced. However, intensity of involvement in relationship and 
external relationship control attributions were significant variables in predicting negative 
affective reaction. The finding regarding gender is in contrast to earlier work on reactions to 
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breakups (Hill et al., 1976) but is supported by later research on relationship termination 
adjustment (Sprecher, 1994). 
Like Hill et al. (1976), Sprecher (1994) compared postbreakup accounts and reactions of 
men and women who were from the same dating relationship. Sprecher (1994) addressed the 
issue of whether there were two sides of the breakup of dating relationships. She examined 
participants' emotional reactions to the breakup, perceptions of who had control over the 
breakup, and the reasons for the breakup. The results stated that there was no association 
between former partners in the level of distress reported after the dissolution. Fewer gender 
differences were found in this study when compared to previous research on ended 
premarital relationships (Hill et al., 1976). For example, both men and women reported 
similar levels of overall distress and gave similar reasons as to why the breakup occurred. 
The finding regarding similar levels of overall distress by men and women has been found in 
other research (Hortacsu & Karanci, 1987). Women were more likely than men to say they 
initiated the breakup than to say that their partner did. Former partners agreed about who 
had control and who was responsible for the breakup. 
Long-distance romantic relationships were the focus in a study by Helgeson (1994). She 
studied gender differences in adjustment and breakup of 107 college students. These students 
were followed over a single semester and completed measures of interdependence, global 
distress, adjustment to separation, adjustment to breakup, and emotions and functioning. 
Results suggested that breakups increased men's distress but decreased women's distress. 
This conclusion is in contrast to studies that did not find any significant gender differences in 
emotional distress (Hortacsu & Karanci, 1987; Sprecher, 1994), but is supported by the work 
of Hill et al. (1976). Moreover, women had adjusted better than men to both physical 
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separation and breakup. Men, not women, adjusted better to the breakup, if they had initiated 
it. The most distressed subjects were men whose partners had initiated the breakup, and this 
distress stemmed from the lack of preparation the men had regarding this event. A key 
conclusion of this study was that many gender differences found in this investigation 
paralleled those found in marital relationships. 
Gender and romantic breakups were also considered in a study by Choo, Levine, and 
Hatfield (1996). In addition to gender, they examined the role that love schémas played in 
relationship termination adjustment, and how college students coped with the breakup. The 
results stated that men were less likely to report experiencing joy or relief immediately 
following a breakup than were women. Although both men and women were critical of their 
own roles in breakups, women were more likely to blame their partners than were men. To 
cope with the ended relationship, men were more likely to involve themselves in their work 
or sports. Finally, love schémas were also tied to the reactions to breakups. The more 
"secure" people were, the easier it was to cope with the ended relationship, and the more 
"clingy" one was, the greater difficulty one had in adjusting to the terminated relationships. 
The "skittish," "casual," and "uninterested" suffered the least from the ended relationship. 
Johnson (2001) also addressed the role that gender played in dealing with an ended 
relationship, but focused on how distress, attachment, and coping regarding the ended 
relationship affected adjustment. In this investigation, the relationship between three 
independent variables (adult attachment type, gender, and coping) and one dependent 
variable (distress) was examined. The results suggested that attachment type ("fearful" and 
"preoccupied") contributed to post-relationship dissolution depression and interpersonal 
problems following the breakup. 
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In addition, notable gender differences (although not tied directly to how one adjusts to 
an ended romantic relationship) involve personality. According to Costa and McCrae (1992), 
when examining scores from the NEO-FFI, women reported higher Agreeableness scores and 
Neuroticism scores than did men. However, these researchers indicated that the gender 
differences on these two domains were small in magnitude. 
Finally, in the context of gender differences as a whole, Hyde (2005) proposed the 
gender similarities hypothesis. Hyde (2005) stated that men and women are similar on most, 
but not all, psychological variables. In essence, boys and girls, as well as men and women 
are more alike than different. Regarding the effect sizes (or magnitude of the differences), 
most psychological gender differences fall in the minimal or small range in terms of 
magnitude. Evidence does exist for small gender differences in personality as measured by 
the NEO-PR. Feingold (1994) found modest differences in Neuroticism, Extraversion, 
Openness, and Conscientiousness. Moreover, minimal gender differences in coping have 
also been reported. Tamres, Janicki, and Hegelson (2002) noted small effect sizes between 
men and women in both problem-focused coping as well as rumination coping. 
Commitment to the Former Relationship and Relationship Termination Adjustment 
Another topical area of interest in the literature on relationship termination adjustment is 
on the former partner's commitment to the love relationship and how this level of 
commitment affects adjustment to the breakup. Simpson (1987) examined the factors 
involved in the stability of premarital romantic relationships and the amount of emotional 
distress experienced following their termination. Participants completed a survey that 
assessed 10 factors: satisfaction with the current partner, closeness of the relationship, 
duration of the relationship, sexual nature of the relationship, the quality of the best actual 
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alternative partner, the quality of the best imagined dating partner(s), the ease with which a 
suitable partner could be found, exclusivity of the relationship, self-monitoring propensity, 
and orientation to sexual relations. Around three months later, all individuals were contacted 
again to determine whether or not they were still dating the same partner, and if not, how 
much distress they had experienced following the break-up. Results suggested that all 10 
factors successfully predicted relationship stability. Of these 10 factors, three (i.e., closeness, 
duration, and ease of finding an alternative partner), reliably and above all the other factors 
predicted the intensity and length of emotional distress. Essentially, participants who had 
been close to their former partner, dated the former partner for a lengthy time, and believed 
that they could not easily find a desirable alternative partner tended to experience more 
intense distress following relationship termination. 
Commitment to the relationship was a key correlate in a study by Frazier and Cook 
(1993). They examined the correlates of initial distress and current recovery among 
individuals who had experienced the end of a dating relationship within the past six months. 
These correlates included factors associated with commitment to the relationship (e.g., 
closeness, duration), and factors involved with coping with life stressors. Results suggested 
that these correlates accounted for 21- 47 % of the variance in the measures of initial distress 
and present recovery. Moreover, the coping-related variables added significantly to the 
prediction of initial distress and present recovery once the commitment-related variables 
were taken into account, but these coping-related variables were more predictive of recovery 
than initial distress. 
Commitment to the relationship also was found to be a significant predictor of distress 
after a breakup by Fine and Sac her (1997) who investigated the extent to which variables 
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obtained from the investment model predicted distress. At least one partner in 28 
heterosexual dating couples completed measures of commitment, relationship satisfaction, 
alternative quality, and relationship duration at Time 1, and six months later (after the 
breakup) a 3-item measure developed by Simpson (1987) was used to assess the extent of 
emotional distress immediately after the breakup. For both men and women, greater levels of 
distress were predicted by more commitment at Time 1 and lower levels of alternative 
quality. In essence, the distress following relationship termination is greater to the extent that 
the partners are invested in the relationship (Frazier & Cook, 1993; Simpson, 1987). 
Similar findings on commitment to the relationship affecting adjustment also were found 
by Sprecher et al. (1998). The variables associated with the distress experienced after an 
ended relationship were assessed, both retrospectively and at the time of the study. Four 
categories of variables that could serve as possible correlates of relationship termination 
distress included: (1) variables tied to the initiation of the relationship; (2) characteristics of 
the relationship while intact; (3) conditions at the time of breakup; and (4) individual 
difference variables including attachment and distress measures. The variables most highly 
correlated with distress at the time of breakup were non-mutuality of alternatives (e.g., a 
partner having greater interest in alternative partners), commitment, satisfaction, greater 
effort in relationship initiation, and a fearful attachment style. The variables most highly 
associated with current distress were commitment, duration of the relationship, a fearful 
attachment style, a dismissing attachment style, and time since breakup. 
Additional Studies on Relationship Termination Adjustment 
Additional studies on relationship termination adjustment have focused on attribution 
and adjustment, comparing divorced and nondivorced samples, and emotional stability and 
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change over time regarding relationship dissolution. Stephen (1987) focused on attribution 
and adjustment to ended relationships. The study analyzed the written narratives of ex-
partners from recently dissolved premarital relationships. One key finding from his study 
was that type of attribution (self, other, interpersonal, external) was related to items 
representing the severity of impact of the termination. Another finding was that women 
whose relationships had been terminated longer were more likely to use interpersonal 
attributions and would be less likely to use other attributions when describing the breakup. 
Hensley (1996) examined the differences and similarities in relationship termination 
adjustment between divorced and non-marital populations. These two populations had been 
assumed to be similar in how they adjust to an ended relationship, but this assumption had 
not been investigated formally. Participants completed a modified version of the Fisher 
Divorce Adjustment Scale (FDAS). Results indicated that the primary difference between 
the two groups was that the divorced group was more disentangled from the former 
relationship than the non-marital group. 
Finally, Sbarra and Emery (2005) examined the emotional changes and stability over 
time regarding nonmarital dissolution among 58 young adults. Participants were recruited 
while in a serious relationship, and when it ended were signaled randomly for 28 days via 
beepers to complete an emotions diary. Compared to young adults who were dating, those 
that had broken up reported more emotional volatility, especially right after the breakup. In 
addition, analyses indicated a linear decline in love and curvilinear patterns for sadness, 
anger, and relief. Contact with the former partner slowed the decline for love and sadness, 
and attachment style and the impact of the breakup predicted the emotional start points and 
rates of change over time. 
Age and Relationship Termination Adjustment 
One final area of interest regarding relationship termination adjustment that is worth 
investigating but has not received much attention in the literature is how a college student's 
age (whether s/he is a younger student versus an older student) can affect how s/he adjusts to 
an ended premarital relationship. Do older students (ages 21-39) fare better regarding 
relationship termination adjustment than do younger students (ages 18-20)? 
Few studies have examined the role that a college student's age plays in dealing with an 
ended relationship. Davis, Shaver, and Vernon (2003) found that anxiety was negatively 
related to age regarding reactions to an ended relationship (the younger, the greater the 
anxiety), whereas emotional involvement was positively related to age (the older, the greater 
the emotional involvement). However, according to Davis et al. (2003), age was not relevant 
to their hypotheses nor was it a key variable in that study (which it was in the present study). 
Even though age per se was not examined, Hill et al. (1976) did study the timing of 
relationship breakups. They found that college student breakups occurred during crucial 
points in the academic year (e.g., during the months of May-June, September, and December-
January). Most breakups, therefore, occurred during the beginning and end of the school 
year, and during the semester break during the academic year. The timing of breakups also 
can pose a question related to age. For example, can one infer that older students (with 
graduation approaching) would be able to adjust better to an ended relationship than younger 
students due to more experience in this area? If so, what needs to be considered is that in the 
Hill et al. (1976) study many breakups also occurred at the beginning of the school year, 
which could be a time when many younger students are ending relationships with high school 
companions, but also a time when other college students (older students) are also ending 
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dating relationships. Despite the lack of coverage in the literature on how age influences 
relationship termination adjustment, this variable is worth investigating further, because 
information obtained here could determine the differences in one's ability to adjust to ended 
relationship whether one is beginning or ending one's college career, or in the middle of 
one's higher education. 
Therefore, the major variables addressed in the literature on relationship termination 
adjustment concern not only gender differences in how one handles a breakup, but also how 
the level of commitment affects one's adjustment to this loss. In addition, even though 
minimal coverage has been given to how one's age affects relationship termination 
adjustment, this variable merits further investigation. 
Theoretical Perspectives 
When explaining the complex process of relationship termination adjustment, a sound 
theoretical framework is necessary to appreciate this significant life event. Of the 
explanations offered in the literature, two theoretical perspectives seem to provide some 
insight into this process: Steve Duck's theory of relationship dissolution and the 
developmental adaptation model. 
Duck's Theory of Relationship Dissolution. Steve Duck's (1992) theory of relationship 
dissolution offers a four-phase approach to the decline and end of an interpersonal 
relationship. Before the first phase begins, a threshold of relationship dissatisfaction is 
reached. In essence, one or both partners in the relationships are unhappy with the way that 
the relationship is being conducted. This erosion of satisfaction leads to the intrapsychic 
phase. In this phase, nothing is shared with the partner about the problems in the 
relationship, but the discomfort can be shared minimally with anonymous friends who will 
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not disclose these conversations to the other partner. Before individuals leave this phase, 
they begin to share more details of the relationship's problems with closer friends, but not yet 
with the partner. These concerns are shared with the partner in the next phase of Duck's 
model, the dyadic phase. In this phase, the partners will try to confront each other on the 
relationship's ills and attempt to talk through these issues and address the future of the 
relationship. If the couple decides to end the relationship (and some do not), then they move 
quickly into the social phase of the model. In this phase, the couple shares their decision 
with other people but also try to gain support for their side of the breakup. According to 
Duck (1992), it is not enough to leave a relationship. Individuals need to find others who not 
only agree with their decision but also will support the decision and "be there" for them. In 
the final phase of Duck's model, the grave-dressing phase, an account of the ended 
relationship is created, complete with how the relationship started, what is was like, and why 
it ended. This account allows others to see the relationship for what is was, to accept that it 
is over, and to put closure to the relationship (Duck, 1992). 
Although Duck's theory has been used to explain the dynamics involved in adjusting to 
a terminated relationship (Fine & Sacher, 1997; Pistole, 1995), the theory does not take into 
account how distal facets in one's life, such as childhood attachment and childhood events, 
can influence proximal facets of one's life (like current personality, stress, coping, and adult 
attachment), and how both of these facets can affect relationship termination adjustment. 
One theoretical framework that addresses both of these facets is the developmental 
adaptation model. 
The Developmental Adaptation Model. The developmental adaptation model (Martin & 
Martin, 2002) is a newly formulated model that can help explain the role of childhood events 
16 
and childhood attachment on current life stressors, coping, personality, and adult attachment 
and their combined effect on how college students deal with an ended premarital relationship. 
The developmental adaptation model serves to provide an understanding of how 
potential developmental trajectories based on life histories as well as present resources 
influence successful adaptation. The model includes distal developmental influences, 
proximal developmental influences, behavioral coping mediators, and developmental 
outcomes. This model has two central components found in other models of adult 
development: a stress and coping component and a life-span/life course time frame. 
Regarding stress and coping, one model in the literature involved the work of Taylor and 
Aspinwall (1996), who argued that there are several mediators and moderators of 
psychosocial stress. Important moderators of psychosocial stress include familial, individual 
difference factors, and external resources. The key mediator between psychosocial stress and 
the developmental outcome (in this case relationship termination adjustment) is coping. In 
essence, the effects of personal, social, and external resources are mediated extensively via 
coping. Moreover, personal (e.g., childhood attachment) and social resources may operate 
earlier in the causal chain of events and not just at the time of psychosocial stress experience 
(e.g., the breakup, Taylor & Aspinwall, 1996). 
In addition to the stress and coping focus, the life-course perspective is also a crucial 
component in the developmental adaptation model. When considering the life course 
perspective, the work of Elder (1994) serves as a useful reference. Elder (1994) identified 
four central themes to the life course perspective. The first theme is the interplay of human 
lives and historical times. People growing up in different historical times are exposed to 
different priorities, constraints, and options. The second theme involves the timing of lives. 
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Elder (1994) states that this social timing cannot only influence when certain events (e.g., 
dating) should occur, but also the order in which these events occur (e.g., dating, marriage, 
parenthood), and the duration of these events (e.g., how long between dating and getting 
married). The next theme is the linking of lives. For example, a college student's experience 
of dealing with an ended romantic relationship is linked with other lives (e.g., friends, 
parents, teachers) and does not exist in a vacuum. Finally, the theme of human agency 
involves making choices regarding events within the options and resources available at the 
time. Because the life course perspective focuses on transitions and periods in one's life 
(Elder, 1994), this paradigm seems appropriate when investigating how one deals with an 
ended relationship during the transition from adolescence to young adulthood. 
Pear lin and Skaff (1996) proposed a unification of both stress and life course approaches 
because few study designs in adult development address how one's personal history data 
(even from events that occurred long ago) can still influence one's functioning today. Stress 
and adaptation research has focused largely on the importance of the recent past, while few 
studies have examined frameworks of time that include the distant past. According to Pear lin 
and Skaff (1996), these distal events can influence proximal life experiences and resources. 
The developmental adaptation model (Martin & Martin, 2002) can test the degree to which 
stress can affect the developmental outcome. For example, a traumatic event in childhood, 
one's current level of perceived stress, and the effects on these stressors on coping can all 
influence the developmental outcome (relationship termination adjustment). This model is 
presented in Figure 1. 
Regarding relationship termination adjustment among college students, this model can 
be used to describe how both the distal influences and proximal influence the developmental 
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Figure 1. The Developmental Adaptation Model (Martin & Martin, 2002) 
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outcome "adjustment to an ended relationship." The model starts on the left with distal 
developmental influences. These distal influences contain early adverse childhood events as 
they relate to the current development of individuals. Distal events can harness the influence 
of biographical markers on current resources, current experiences, and current types of 
adaptation (Martin & Martin, 2002). Adverse events can include divorce of parents, sexual 
abuse, school failure, parental substance abuse, and other problems (Martin & Martin, 2002). 
In addition to adverse childhood events, the model also includes as a distal influence 
"childhood attachment." This influence would describe the quality of the caregiver-child 
relationship. The rationale for the inclusion of this variable (or other variable such as 
parental care) in the model stems from the finding in research that the general family 
environment can play a more important role in adult adaptation than an individual childhood 
event (Martin & Martin, 2002). 
Furthermore, four variables serve as proximal influences in this model: personality, 
current life stressors, adult attachment, and coping. Personality acts as a mediator between 
early childhood events and relationship termination adjustment, whereas current life stressors 
act as a mediator for both early childhood events and childhood attachment. In addition, 
adult attachment mediates the influence of childhood attachment and relationship termination 
adjustment. Moreover, coping acts as a mediator between stress and the developmental 
outcome, how one adjusts to an ended romantic, premarital relationship. This outcome is 
labeled in the model as relationship termination adjustment. The hypothesized model used in 
this study is presented in Figure 2. 
The proposed model is distinctive from the model presented by Martin and Martin 
(2002) in that the current model has a variable for personality and a variable loosely linked to 
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social resources (i.e., adult attachment), but there is no focus on economic resources nor 
social support. Even though Martin and Martin (2002) state that social resources include 
social support and social network variables, adult attachment does naturally contain social 
features (Bowlby, 1969/82, 1973, 1980). In addition, the proposed model is different from 
the initial developmental adaptation model in that there are no direct pathways from the distal 
influences (childhood and adolescent life events and childhood attachment) to the 
developmental outcome (RTA). These direct pathways were omitted from the proposed 
model for a couple of reasons. First, little if any empirical support exists for childhood and 
adolescent life events and childhood attachment directly affecting how one adjusts to an 
ended dating relationship. Second, the focus of the proposed model is on the indirect effects 
that these distal variables have on the developmental outcome (mediation) for which 
empirical support exists (Hua, 2004; Liu & Jun, 2001; Mo Her, McCarthy, & Fouladi, 2002). 
Finally, the proposed model is also different from the initial model in that there is no direct 
pathway from stress to personality. 
At this point, now that the relevant literature and theoretical perspectives regarding 
relationship termination adjustment have been presented, the studies relating to the central 
variables in the proposed model will be presented. The review presented focuses on five key 
areas: (1) early childhood events; (2) childhood attachment; (3) adult attachment; (4) 
personality; (5) perceived stress/current stressors, and (6) coping. 
The Role of Early Childhood Events in Relationship Termination Adjustment 
Empirical support exists for the idea that childhood events, namely children 
experiencing the divorce of their parents, can affect their adult interpersonal relationships. 
Kleinman (1998) examined the effects of father-absence during childhood on adjustment in 
22 
young adult women. Results suggested that the greatest satisfaction with male relationships 
(both peer and romantic) was reported by those women who had the father present during 
childhood, followed by the father absent due to death. The lowest reported level of 
satisfaction was with the father absent due to divorce. Moreover, Amato (2000) concluded 
that parental divorce is a risk factor for multiple problems in adulthood, including low 
socioeconomic attainment, poor subjective well-being, increased marital problems, and a 
greater likelihood of seeing the child's own marriage end in divorce. In fact, Amato (1996) 
found that parental divorce when participants were 12 years old or younger was correlated 
with a 60% increase in the probability of participants themselves experiencing a divorce, 
with the probability declining as the child's age at the time of divorce increased. 
Despite witnessing a divorce, adult children of divorced parents can still fare well in 
their own romantic relationships. Shulman, Scharf, Lumer, and Maurer (2001) examined 
how young adult children of divorce viewed their romantic relationships in the context of 
resolving their divorce experience. The researchers found that the more integrative 
perception of the divorce (i.e., the adult child was able to understand the divorce from the 
mother's, father's, and children's perspective), the higher the levels of friendship, intimacy, 
and enjoyment in these individuals' romantic relationships. Moreover, a more integrative 
approach to the divorce was also linked to fewer problems in these relationships. 
Interestingly enough, parental remarriage was related to young adults' higher levels of 
friendship, enjoyment, intimacy, passion, and fewer problems in their romantic relationships. 
In addition, adult children of divorce have been shown to believe in the success of their 
relationships. McGowens (2002) investigated the impact of divorce on the romantic 
relationships of adult African-American women. In this qualitative study, the majority of the 
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participants were satisfied with their relationships, despite being adult children of divorced 
parents. These women viewed the marital union as sacred, wanted to marry eventually, and 
when married, avoid having their marriage end (like they witnessed firsthand with their 
parents). 
Childhood sexual abuse (CSA) also can affect one's adult romantic and marital 
relationships. In a review of the literature on CSA, Cahill, Llewelyn, and Pearson (1991) 
found that women who had been sexually abused as children reported the following 
behaviors in their adult romantic and marital relationships: an inability to trust and to love; 
anxiety over emotional and/or physical intimacy; fear of being abused, rejected, betrayed, or 
abandoned; and feeling undeserving, misunderstood, and overly dependent in relationships. 
Studies involving men and the long-term effects of CSA, according to Cahill et al. (1991), 
are less common than those done with women, but men (like women) did report having 
difficulties establishing and maintaining relationships. However, no study to date has 
investigated the role that adverse childhood events like divorce and/or sexual abuse can have 
on one's adjustment to an ended premarital relationship. 
Negative life events can also affect how one copes with personal stressors. Hua (2004) 
concluded that negative life events and a passive coping style were key influences in the 
mental health of college undergraduates. Moreover, Liu and Jin (2001) found that students 
with higher incidences of life events related to personal relationships, love affairs, study 
stress, punishment, loss, and family had higher self-rating depression scores and used more 
negative strategies to cope than those with lower incidences of these life events. 
The Role of Childhood Attachment in Relationship Termination Adjustment 
Attachment theory has enjoyed enormous application over the past two decades, 
especially in the area of adult romantic attachment. Bowlby's (1969/1982, 1973, 1980) 
theory of attachment not only stressed the importance of child-caregiver bonds but also 
supported the belief that attachment plays a central role throughout one's life. Bowlby 
approached attachment from an evolutionary perspective. He argued that an innate 
attachment system exists and that this attachment system is activated when the organism is 
separated from his/her caregiver. When separated from a caregiver, an infant will display 
three emotional reactions to the separation: protest, despair, and detachment. These 
emotional displays are designed to keep infants in close proximity to their caregivers, thereby 
enhancing their chances at survival and passing on these attachment behaviors to future 
generations (Bowlby, 1969/1982, 1973, 1980). 
Ainsworth, Blehar, Waters, and Wall (1978), building on the attachment theory 
formulated by Bowlby, developed a classification system for attachment behaviors. Using 
the Strange Situation design, Ainsworth et al. (1978) identified three distinct attachment 
behaviors. In the secure category, children use their mother as a secure base from which to 
explore, show signs of distress when separated from the caregiver, and calm down quickly 
when reunited with him/her. Children in the avoidant category do not seek proximity with 
their caregiver before separation and upon reunion and show little distress when separated 
from the caregiver. Finally, children in the anxious/ambivalent category display inconsistent 
attachment behaviors with their caregiver. They may seek proximity with the caregiver one 
moment and avoid them the next moment. These ambivalent behaviors may reflect an 
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uncertainty on the part of the child about the availability and quality of the caretaker 
(Ainsworth et al., 1978). 
According to attachment theory, attachment experiences with respective caregivers in 
infancy, childhood, and adolescence form the foundation for "mental models" of both self 
and others that influence close relationships in adulthood (Bowlby 1969/1982, 1973, 1980). 
These mental models help regulate proximity-seeking and support-giving in adult close 
relationships. Even though these mental models can be modified (Main, Kaplan, & Cassidy, 
1985; Mo lier et al., 2002), empirical support exists for the stability of these mental models 
over time (Bretherton, 1985; Kirkpatrick & Hazan, 1994). 
Moller et al. (2002) were the only researchers to address childhood attachment with 
adjusting to an ended premarital relationship, and their study will be mentioned in the next 
section. Besides this work, no other study has examined the role that childhood attachment 
plays in relationship termination adjustment. 
The Role of Adult Attachment in Relationship Termination Adjustment 
In the study of adult attachment, two traditions have emerged that have then-
foundations in both Bowlby's theory and Ainsworth's Strange Situation: (1) the nuclear 
family tradition, and (2) the peer/romantic partner tradition (Simpson & Rholes, 1998). 
Regarding the nuclear family tradition of adult attachment, the study that has been 
linked to the start of this tradition was the work of Main et al. (1985). These researchers, 
utilizing the Adult Attachment Interview (AAI, George, Kaplan, & Main, 1985), the first and 
most widely used interview measure of adult attachment, examined both the content and 
organization of adult internal working models and concluded that the way adults discussed 
their past relationships with their parents was linked to the attachment classification of their 
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own children in the Strange Situation. For example, adults who relayed clear, credible, and 
organized recollections of their relationships with their parents (even if these experiences 
were quite negative) usually had children classified as secure in the Strange Situation. 
Building on the work of Ainsworth et al. (1978), Main and Solomon (1990) identified 
a fourth category of attachment in children: disorganized-disoriented. According to the 
researchers, these infants do not have a clear, consistent strategy for handling separation from 
the caregiver in the Strange Situation. Their behavior can include unusual motions and dazed 
facial expressions. Parents who have not resolved traumatic events in their past may display 
frightening and bizarre behaviors that can produce emotional disorganization in their infants 
(Main & Hesse, 1990, cited in Simpson & Rholes, 1998). 
Research in the nuclear family tradition also has examined the stability of attachment 
patterns across the life span. Flicker, Englund, and Stroufe (1992), in reporting their initial 
findings from the Minnesota Longitudinal Project, conveyed that the attachment assessments 
taken in infancy successfully predict specific patterns of social behavior in adolescence. 
When focusing on the peer/romantic tradition, the key research linking childhood 
attachment behaviors to adult romantic attachment behaviors was the work of Hazan and 
Shaver (1987). They measured secure, avoidant, anxious/ambivalent attachment styles 
presented in the form of relational vignettes and found comparable adult attachment styles to 
the ones reported by Ainsworth et al. (1978). People who possessed a secure attachment 
style stated that they felt comfortable being close to others, were comfortable depending on 
others (and having others depend on them), and were not readily concerned with being 
abandoned. Adults who displayed an anxious/ambivalent style reported that other adults 
were hesitant to get as close as they would prefer, had concerns about being abandoned, and 
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desired to become very close to their partners. Finally, those individuals who displayed the 
avoidant pattern had difficulty with close relationships. These individuals reported that they 
were not comfortable in close relationships (and became nervous when anyone tried to get 
close to them), and that it was difficult to completely depend upon and trust other people 
(Hazan & Shaver, 1987). 
Since the publication of Hazan and Shaver's (1987) work, several studies have 
examined the role of attachment style on relationship termination adjustment. Simpson 
(1990) investigated the influence of attachment styles on romantic relationships in a 
longitudinal study. Participants completed measures of attachment style, interdependence, 
commitment, trust, relationship satisfaction, and frequency of emotion. If they had broken up 
months later, participants completed a questionnaire that measured the intensity and duration 
of emotional distress they had experienced since the breakup. The results suggested that for 
both men and women, secure attachment style was correlated with greater relationship 
interdependence, commitment, trust, and satisfaction than were the anxious and avoidant 
attachment styles. In addition, the anxious and avoidant styles were associated with less 
frequent positive emotions and more frequent negative emotions in the relationship, and the 
opposite finding was evident in the secure attachment style. Finally, longitudinal (six-month) 
follow-up interviews revealed that among those who had broken up, avoidant men reported 
significantly less post-relationship termination distress than did men with other attachment 
styles. 
Feeney and No lier (1992) assessed attachment style differences in individual reports of 
romantic relationship termination. Participants in this study completed measures of 
relationship history, including relationship dissolution and attachment style. Moreover, 
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participants were followed up 10 weeks later to examine the stability of attachment style and 
its relationship to the formation and termination of romantic relationships. Results indicated 
that the three attachments styles (secure, avoidant, and ambivalent) differed strongly in the 
response to relationship termination. Avoidant participants stated a sense of relief once the 
relationship ended, while those labeled as anxious/ambivalent reported surprise and distress 
when their relationships were terminated. Despite their distress after the relationship ended, 
this latter group stated that they were interested in seeking new love partners quickly. In 
addition, avoidant attachment was predictive of relationship termination, especially for 
women. Experiencing relationship termination had little impact on the perceptions of 
attachment style, but forming a steady relationship was correlated with a fluctuation in 
attachment style. 
Kirkpatrick and Hazan (1994) examined attachment style stability and relationship 
termination (among other variables studied) in another longitudinal study on attachment 
style, which investigated the stability of adult attachment styles and of romantic relationships 
over a four-year period. Participants completed measures of current attachment style and the 
recall of previous attachment style, current relationship status, relationship beginnings and 
endings, and current status of the previously described relationship. The results of the study 
indicated that attachment styles were stable over time. In addition, Time 1 attachment style 
was a significant predictor of Time 2 relationship status, but this finding was mediated by 
concurrent attachment style at Time 2. Regarding breakups, secure participants were less 
likely than insecure participants to report one or more breakups during the past four years, 
but ambivalent participants were just as likely as secure participants to be in a relationship 
with the same partner they had identified four years earlier. Regarding the experience of a 
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breakup, secure participants who did break up were less likely to remain secure than those 
who did not experience a breakup, and avoidant participants who started new relationships 
during the past four years were less likely to remain avoidant than those individuals who did 
not. 
Continuing the examination of adult attachment and relationship termination adjustment, 
Clipper (1997) examined the relationship between adult models of attachment and divorce 
adjustment. Results suggested that subjects with a secure model of attachment demonstrated 
consistently higher levels of adjustment than subjects with an insecure model of attachment. 
Men displaying the avoidant model of attachment exhibited the lowest adjustment scores, 
whereas women displaying the ambivalent model of attachment differed significantly from 
their male counterparts. In essence, adult internal working models of attachment play a 
crucial role in how well an individual adjusts to an ended relationship. 
Moller et al. (2003) were interested in investigating how attachment and social support 
influenced how college students dealt with an ended relationship. Measures of attachment, 
social support, and adjustment were completed. The results indicated that when combined to 
predict relationship termination adjustment, social support and attachment were not distinct 
constructs. Only a sense of connectedness to the wider social environment (an aspect of 
social support) explained the variance in adjustment beyond that explained by attachment. 
In the current study, adult attachment was one of three proximal influences examined for 
the role it plays in how college students adjust to an ended premarital relationship. In 
addition, the link between childhood attachment and adult attachment and how they both 
influence relationship termination adjustment was investigated. 
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In addition to adult attachment playing a role in relationship termination adjustment, the 
distal experience of childhood attachment also impacts adult attachment and these two 
variables together influence how one adjusts to ended premarital relationship. Moller et al. 
(2002) were interested in studying the concept of earned attachment security (i.e., when one's 
childhood insecure working models of attachment have become secure, usually via a 
supportive relationship or therapy) and how this concept related to both childhood and adult 
attachment. Moller et al. (2002) examined the relationship between childhood and adult 
attachment security to measures of current distress and coping resources in a sample of 
college students. The results indicated that participants reporting insecure childhood 
attachment but current attachment security were found to be similar on measures of current 
distress and resources for coping when compared to those with both current and childhood 
attachment security. In other words, earned secure college students function very much like 
continuous secure college students after a breakup. They do not display vulnerabilities in 
psychological functioning due to their insecure attachment history and are not significantly 
different from each other in terms of which coping resources they draw upon in wake of this 
stressful event. 
The Role of Personality in Relationship Termination Adjustment 
One's personality can influence how one deals with an ended relationship. Chung, 
Farmer, Grant, Newton, Payne, Perry, Saunders, Smith, and Score (2002) concluded that 
even though the participants displayed low levels of Neuroticism, regression analyses 
indicated that this trait nonetheless significantly predicted the post-traumatic stress symptoms 
tied to the ended relationship. In essence, the higher the level of Neuroticism, the higher the 
level of post-traumatic stress symptoms. However, in this study, the direction of the 
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relationship between Neuroticism and relationship dissolution was not determined. Chung et 
al. (2002) did not know whether their sample became neurotic as a result of the breakup or 
whether these individuals were neurotic to begin with. 
Tashiro and Frazier (2003) looked at the correlates and prevalence of personal growth 
and distress following the termination of romantic relationships of college students. 
Personality factors, causal attributions for why the relationship ended, gender, and initiator 
status were examined in this study. Results indicated that the personality factor of 
Agreeableness was correlated with self-reported personal growth, whereas the personality 
factor of Neuroticism was associated with more distress. In addition, women reported more 
post-relationship growth than men, yet there were no gender differences in distress. 
Regarding growth, participants reported, on average, five types of positive personal growth 
they thought might improve their future romantic relationships. The most common types of 
changes involved the individuals themselves and included statements such as, "I am more 
self-confident," or "Through breaking up I found I can handle more on my own." (Tashiro & 
Frazier, 2003). 
The Role of Stress in Relationship Termination Adjustment 
The breakup of a dating or premarital relationship has been considered a significant life 
stressor (Holmes & Rahe, 1967) and can lead those dealing with the ended relationship to 
experience post-traumatic stress symptoms (Chung et al., 2002, 2003). Chung et al. (2002) 
examined the role of self-esteem, personality, and post-traumatic stress symptoms following 
the dissolution of a dating relationship. These researchers predicted that there would be a 
severe degree of post-traumatic stress symptoms experienced by their sample and that 
personality (namely Neuroticism) and low self-esteem would be correlated with the sample's 
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post-traumatic stress symptoms. Participants completed measures of the impact of a tragic 
event (in this case an ended relationship), general health, self-esteem, and personality. 
Results of the study showed that 72% of the sample scored at or above the high Impact of 
Events Scale (IES) symptom cutoff (a score of 19 or more on the scale), indicating that these 
individuals were displaying symptoms of chronic traumatic stress according to the DSM-IV, 
because these symptoms, on average, lasted more than three months (Chung et al., 2002). 
Moreover, the authors concluded that negative self-esteem significantly predicted avoidance 
(a dimension on the post-traumatic stress measure) and total general health, and that 
Neuroticism significantly predicted the total impact of the breakup. The finding regarding 
Neuroticism has been supported by other research (Tashiro & Frazier, 2003). 
Building on the finding that individuals can display post-traumatic stress symptoms 
when dealing with an ended relationship, Chung et al. (2003) examined how college students 
handled these symptoms following a breakup. Results suggested that the sample, as in 
previous research (Chung et al., 2002), exhibited high severity in post-traumatic stress 
symptoms after experiencing relationship termination. In addition, the researchers concluded 
that the more severe the impact of the breakup, the worse the general health of the 
participant. Regarding coping, the sample utilized the self-controlling coping strategy the 
most, followed by escape-avoidance and positive reappraisal. Stepwise multiple regression 
analyses indicated that escape-avoidance, seeking social support, and planful problem 
solving were significant predictors of the IES total score. 
The Role of Coping in Relationship Termination Adjustment 
Coping resources influence how one deals with an ended relationship. Utilizing a 
structural model of coping dealing with the adjustment following a relationship breakup, 
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McCarthy et al. (1997) concluded that both preventive and combative types of coping 
resources play a role in dealing with the emotions produced by stressful events (like a 
breakup). They found that preventive types of resources (e.g., confidence in one's ability, 
self-directedness, and financial and physical resources) influenced the appraisal and the 
immediate experience of negative emotions, and indirectly affected positive emotions. 
Combative types of coping resources, on the other hand (e.g., problem solving, tension 
control, and self-disclosure), influenced later emotional experiences regarding the breakup. 
Johnson (2001), in her research on gender, attachment, and coping styles as correlates of 
distress following a relationship breakup, assessed the following four coping styles: (1) 
confrontive coping, (2) distancing, (3) planful problem solving, and (4) positive reappraisal. 
Results indicated significant relationships between distress and coping styles, and between 
distress and gender when coping effects were controlled. In addition, in their work on earned 
attachment security, Moller et al. (2002) found that regarding coping resources continuously 
secure individuals reported consistently higher levels of coping resources than the insecure 
group, but these differences only occurred half the time when earned secure college students 
were compared to currently insecure students. 
Moreover, Chung et al. (2003) examined how college students coped with posttraumatic 
stress symptoms following a breakup. The researchers concluded that the more severe the 
impact of the breakup, the worse the general health of the participant. Regarding coping, the 
sample utilized the self-controlling coping strategy the most, followed by escape-avoidance 
and positive reappraisal. Moreover, escape-avoidance, seeking social support, and planful 
problem solving were significant predictors of the IES total score. 
Finally, even though research done on coping by Carver, Scheier, and Weintraub (1989) 
did not focus on relationship termination adjustment, their research did present some gender 
differences in coping. Women were shown to focus on and vent emotions more than men, 
and women were more likely to seek both instrumental and emotional social support than 
men. The only method of coping reported more often by men than women was the use of 
alcohol or drugs as a way to cope. 
Upon reviewing the literature, little research if any has examined coping as a mediator 
between the level of perceived stress and relationship termination adjustment in college 
students. In addition, no study has addressed coping as part of a model of developmental 
adaptation with relationship termination adjustment as the outcome variable. Moller et al. 
(2002) did study the relationship between childhood and adult attachment, stress symptoms, 
and coping following a relationship breakup, but focused on mean differences in the scores 
on these variables rather than attempt to test a structural model, like in the current study. 
Regarding structural modeling and coping, McCarthy et al. (1997) did utilize a model to 
examine coping and relationship termination adjustment, but their model did not include the 
distal influences (e.g., childhood attachment and adverse childhood events) that were 
included in the current study. 
A review of the literature has found seven key areas pertaining to relationship 
termination adjustment: (a) adverse childhood events, (b) childhood attachment, (c) 
personality, (d) stress, (e) adult attachment, (f) coping, and (g) research on relationship 
termination adjustment itself. These areas of interest also served as variables in a model of 
developmental adaptation in the current study. Based on the available literature, the 
following research questions and hypotheses were posed. 
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Research Questions and Hypotheses 
A central tenet of this investigation is to understand the developmental influences on 
adjusting to an ended premarital relationship for both younger male and female students in 
comparison to older male and female students in a university setting. Specifically, this 
investigation seeked to answer the following questions and established the following 
hypotheses relative to age, gender, interactions, and the predictors of relationship termination 
adjustment. 
1. Are there any gender differences regarding the role that adverse childhood events 
have in relationship termination adjustment? In addition, are there any gender 
differences in one's childhood attachment style, personality, perceived level of 
stress, adult attachment style, and coping with regard to adjusting to an ended 
premarital relationship? The following hypotheses are postulated: 
Hypothesis 1: Gender differences will exist regarding one's personality and ability to 
cope. Women will display higher levels of Neuroticism than men. In addition, women 
will seek more emotional and instrumental support than men. Regarding the 
developmental outcome, relationship termination adjustment, men will report 
significantly lower adjustment scores than women. 
2. Are there any age differences in childhood events and how one adjusts to ended 
relationship? In addition, do any age differences exist in one's childhood attachment, 
personality, perceived level of stress, adult attachment, and coping in relation to how 
these variables influence relationship termination adjustment? The following 
hypotheses will be proposed: 
Hypothesis 2: There will be age differences regarding perceived level of stress and 
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how one deals with an ended relationship. Younger students will experience higher 
levels of perceived stress, and this higher level of perceived stress will be associated 
with poorer relationship termination adjustment. In addition, there will be age 
differences regarding one's ability to cope and how coping influences how one deals 
with an ended relationship. Younger students will utilize less active coping, 
planning, and instrumental support than older students, and those not utilizing those 
types of coping will report poorer relationship termination adjustment than those 
utilizing these types of coping. 
3. Regarding the proposed developmental adaptation model, are childhood events 
associated with one's personality, perceived level of stress, adult attachment style, or 
coping? What role do childhood events play in dealing with an ended premarital 
relationship? What role does childhood attachment and adult attachment play in how 
a college student deals with an ended relationship? In addition, how does childhood 
attachment play a part in one's personality and level of perceived stress with regard to 
how one handles an ended premarital relationship? How does childhood attachment 
affect adult attachment? What role does one's personality play in adjusting to an 
ended premarital relationship? What role does one's personality play in the level of 
perceived stress one experiences? How does one's perceived level of stress affect 
relationship termination adjustment? What role does adult attachment play in 
relationship termination adjustment? Does one's ability to cope influence this 
relationship? Based on these questions, the following hypotheses will be presented: 
Hypothesis 3: Regarding one's personality, personality will directly affect how a 
college student adjusts to an ended relationship. Individuals displaying higher levels 
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of Neuroticism will report lower adjustment scores than those displaying emotional 
stability. Moreover, one's personality will directly affect one's level of stress. 
Individuals displaying higher levels of Neuroticism will report higher levels of 
perceived stress than those displaying emotional stability. With regard to stress, one's 
level of perceived stress will both directly and indirectly affect how one adjusts to an 
ended relationship. The level of perceived stress and relationship termination adjust­
ment will be mediated by one's ability to cope, and the level of perceived stress will 
directly influence one's relationship termination adjustment. College students 
demonstrating higher levels of perceived stress and lower levels of active coping, 
planning, emotional and instrumental support will report poorer adjustment than those 
who have lower levels of stress and higher levels of coping. In addition, students 
displaying higher levels of perceived stress (without the influence of coping) will 
report poorer adjustment scores than those with lower levels of perceived stress. For 
adult attachment, one's adult attachment style will directly affect how one deals with 
a premarital relationship breakup. College students indicating low levels of 
secure attachment will report poorer adjustment than those students reporting higher 
levels of secure attachment. In addition, one's ability to cope will directly affect how 
one adjusts to an ended relationship. Those college students reporting higher levels 
of coping will also report better adjustment than those reporting lower levels of 
coping. Finally, childhood events and childhood attachment will both indirectly 
affect relationship termination adjustment. In addition, childhood life events will 
also directly affect one's ability to cope, and childhood attachment will directly 
affect adult attachment. 
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4. Does gender act as a moderator with adverse childhood events and childhood 
attachment regarding relationship termination adjustment? Does one's gender act as 
a moderator regarding the relationship between personality and relationship 
termination adjustment? Does gender act as a moderator between the perceived level 
of stress and how one adjusts to an ended romantic relationship? Does gender act as 
a moderator between adult attachment and dealing with a breakup? How does one's 
ability to cope affect how one deals with an ended premarital relationship? Does 
one's gender act as moderator in this relationship? 
Hypothesis 4: Since the literature has not investigated the role that gender plays as a 
moderator variable, no specific hypotheses were posited. However, to further our 
understanding on the association between gender and relationship termination 
adjustment, the role that gender plays as a moderator variable in the variables 
mentioned above was examined in this study. 
5. Does one's age act as a moderator with adverse childhood events and 
childhood attachment regarding relationship termination adjustment? Does one's 
age act as a moderator regarding the relationship between personality and 
relationship termination adjustment? Does one's age act as a moderator 
between the perceived level of stress and how one adjusts to an ended romantic 
relationship? Does age act as a moderator between adult attachment and 
dealing with a breakup? How does one's ability to cope affect how one deals with an 
ended premarital relationship? Does one's age act as moderator in this relationship? 
Hypothesis 5: As with gender, researchers have not examined extensively the role 
that one's age plays as a moderator variable in dealing with an ended premarital 
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relationship. Due to this fact, no specific hypotheses were presented. However, 
whether or not one's age acts as a moderator in RTA was examined. 
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III. METHOD 
A cross-sectional 2 (Age) X 2 (Gender) factorial design was used in the present study. 
Data collection was conducted between December 2004 and April 2005. The data collection 
methods consisted of administering questionnaires to college students. Data analysis 
involved descriptive statistics and analysis of covariance using SPSS 13.0 and structural 
equation modeling utilizing LISREL 8.5 (Jôrskog & Sôrbom, 2003), and these analyses were 
performed between the months of April and December 2005. 
Demographic Data of the Present Sample 
The sample for this study consisted of 255 undergraduate university students from the 
University of Northern Iowa in Cedar Falls, Iowa and Iowa State University in Ames, Iowa. 
Regarding the University of Northern Iowa sample, 48.5% of enrolled students in the two 
classes used participated in the study, whereas for the Iowa State University sample, 29.1% 
of enrolled students in the class used participated in the study. Male and female participants 
had to be enrolled either full- or part-time at these institutions. Non-traditional students 
(those over age 25), as long as they were enrolled either full-time or part-time, also were 
welcome to participate in the current study. Moreover, graduate students were welcome to 
participate in the study, but because their responses most likely would skew the results of this 
study, their data were not included in the analyses, thus reducing the sample size to 252 
participants. Participants needed to have been in a long-term, non-marital relationship that 
had ended. Participants who had broken up from a long-term, non-marital relationship but 
were dating somebody else at the time of the current investigation were included in the study. 
Since this was a study on premarital relationship termination, participants who were divorced 
were excluded from this study. 
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The following is a description of the demographic data with exact percentages presented. 
Frequencies, means, and standard deviations for both demographic and ended relationship 
questions are presented in Tables 1 and 2. The sample consisted of 63.5% women and 36.5% 
men. The participants' ages ranged from 18 to 39 with 29% of the sample 20 years old. The 
ethnic composition of the sample was predominantly White (93.3%), with 3.6 % African 
American, 2% White, Hispanic or Latino origin, 0.4% Asian, and 0.8% Other. The vast 
majority of students reported their orientation as heterosexual (98.4%), with gay (0.4%), 
lesbian (0.4%), and bisexual (0.8%) responses. In addition, the sample consisted of 16.7% 
freshmen, 25.4% sophomores, 29% juniors, and 29% seniors. 
In the present sample, the majority of the participants' parents had at least graduated 
from high school. For the mother's educational background, 1.6% did not complete high 
school, 33.3% were high school graduates, 29.8% had vocational training or attended 
college, 25.8% earned bachelor's degrees, and 9.5% had earned graduate or professional 
degrees. For the father's educational background, 1.6% did not complete high school, 32.9% 
were high school graduates, 27% had vocational training or attended college, 22.6% earned 
bachelor's degrees, and 15.9% had earned graduate or professional degrees. Finally, 
regarding parental divorce, 76.6% of the sample had parents who did not separate or divorce, 
and 23.4% did experience the separation and/or divorce of their parents. Of those 
participants who experienced the divorce of their parents, the mean age when this event 
occurred was when they were about 8 years old (Table 1). 
Within the current sample and in terms of the participants' most recent ended 
relationship, nearly all the participants were in heterosexual (99.6%), non-cohabitating 
(96.8%) relationships (Table 2). The length of time since the breakup ranged from one week 
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Table 1 
Frequencies, Percentages, Means and Standard Deviations on Demographic Variables Used 
in the Present Study on Relationship Termination Adjustment (n=252) 
Variable Frequency Percent Mean Standard 
% Deviation 
Gender 
Men 92 36.5 
Women 160 63.5 
Current Age - 20.71 2.22 
Classification (Year in School) 
Freshman 42 16.7 
Sophomore 64 25.4 
Junior 73 29.0 
Senior 73 29.0 
Race 
White 235 93.3 
White, Hispanic 5 2.0 
or Latino origin 
African American 9 3.6 
Asian 1 0.4 
(table continues) 
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Table 1 (continued) 
Variable Frequency Percent Mean Standard 
% Deviation 
Race 
Some other race 
and/or ethnicity 
Sexual Orientation 
Heterosexual 
Gay 
Lesbian 
Bisexual 
0.8 
248 
1 
1 
Mother's Level of Education 
Did not complete high school 4 
High school graduate 84 
Vocational training 75 
and/or attended college 
Bachelor's degree 65 
Graduate or professional 24 
degree 
Father's Level of Education 
Did not complete high school 4 
98.4 
0.4 
0.4 
0.8 
1.6 
313 
29.8 
25.8 
9.5 
1.6 
(table continues) 
Table 1 (continued) 
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Variable Frequency Percent 
% 
Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Father's Level of Education 
High school graduate 83 
Vocational training 68 
and/or attended college 
Bachelor's degree 57 
Graduate or professional 40 
degree 
Parent's Marital Status 
Parents did not separate 193 
and/or divorce 
Parents separated and/or 59 
divorced 
32.9 
27.0 
216 
15.9 
76.6 
214 
Age of Participant at Time of Parent's Divorce 7.86 5.68 
to over seven years. The length of time spent in the most recent ended relationship ranged 
from one month to seven years. Regarding the year in school in which the breakup occurred, 
27% experienced this breakup when they were freshmen in college, and 22.2% experienced 
the breakup when they were sophomores in college. In addition, 13.9% of participants broke 
up when they were seniors in high school. In terms of commitment to the former dating 
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Table 2 
Frequencies, Percentages, Means and Standard Deviations on Ended Relationship Variables 
Used in the Present Study on Relationship Termination Adjustment (n=252) 
Variable Frequency Percent 
% 
Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Relationship Type 
Heterosexual 251 99.6 
Gay 1 0.4 
Separation From Partner (In months) 
Length of Former Relationship (In months) 
Cohabitation Status 
Did not live with former partner 244 96.8 
Did live with former partner 8 3.2 
Year in School When Breakup Occurred 
Freshman in high school 8 3.2 
Sophomore in high school 14 5.6 
Junior in high school 26 10.3 
Senior in high school 35 13.9 
Freshman in college 68 27.0 
Sophomore in college 56 22.2 
Junior in college 29 11.5 
19.77 
19.92 
17.20 
17.50 
(table continues) 
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Table 2 (continued) 
Variable Frequency Percent Mean Standard 
% Deviation 
Year in School When Breakup Occurred 
Senior in college 15 6.0 
Level of Commitment to Former Partner 
Extremely Committed 60 218 
Very Committed ] L19 47.2 
Somewhat Committed 56 22.2 
Minimally Committed 16 6.3 
Not Committed at All 1 0.4 
Professional Services Used to 
Deal With the Ended Relationship 
None 239 94.8 
Individual or group therapy 9 3.6 
Counseling with minister, 2 0.8 
priest, or rabbi 
Other 2 0.8 
Who Ended the Former Love Relationship 
Participant 90 35.7 
Mutual Decision 67 26.4 
(table continues) 
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Table 2 (continued) 
Variable 
W7m Ended the Former Love Relationship 
Participant's Partner 95 
Current Dating Status 
In a living-together 23 
love-relationship 
In a non-living together 108 
love relationship 
Not in an important 32 
love-relationship 
Not currently in a 89 
dating relationship 
Length of Current Dating Relationship 
(In months) 
Standard 
Deviation 
37.9 
9.1 
42.9 
12.7 
35.3 
17.68 20.1 
Frequency Percent Mean 
% 
relationship, nearly half (47.2%) of participants reported being very committed to this 
relationship, and 23.8% reported being extremely committed to the former dating 
relationship. Regarding professional services used to deal with the former ended 
relationship, nearly all of the participants (94.8%) did not utilize any services. Of the 
services used, 3.6% used individual or group therapy, 0.8% used counseling with minister, 
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priest, or rabbi, and 0.8% used other services. When asked who initiated the termination, 
37.9% reported being broken up with, 35.7% reported initiating the breakup, and 26.4 
indicated that the breakup was a mutual decision. Finally, regarding current dating status, 
42.9% were currently in a non-cohabitating romantic relationship, 35.3% were not currently 
in a dating relationship, 12.7% were in a casual dating relationship, and 9.1% were in a 
cohabitating romantic relationship. The average length of the current dating relationship was 
17.7 months (Table 2). 
Because structural equation modeling (SEM) was tested in this study, issues related to 
sample size when using SEM should be presented. Kline (1998) stated that SEM requires 
large sample sizes, and that sample sizes that exceed 200 cases or more are considered 
"large" and acceptable for analysis. In contrast, Bentler and Chou (1987) proposed a 
different method to determine sample size. They suggested that the ratio of sample size to 
established parameters should be between 5:1 and 10:1. Using three indicators for each 
latent variable within the hypothesized model and estimating the parameters of the model, the 
Bentler and Chou method (1987) would require a sample size between 215 and 470 
participants. Thus, using a sample size of 255 was acceptable. 
1RB Approval and Informed Consent 
The current study was submitted as a proposal to the Institutional Review Board (IRB) at 
Iowa State University and approved in the fall 2004 semester. The approval letter is 
displayed in Appendix A. 
Participants were given an informed consent form that they were to read and sign before 
any data were collected from them. The form highlighted the purpose of the study, the 
possible discomfort to the participants by taking part in the study, and the steps taken to 
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ensure their well-being during and after the investigation. The form is displayed in Appendix 
B. 
Measurements 
Measurements used in this study utilized constructs consistent with the proposed model. 
Measurements of demographics, distal childhood events, childhood attachment, adult 
attachment, personality, perceived stress, coping, and relationship termination adjustment 
were used. 
Demographics. The following demographic information was collected: academic 
classification (freshman, sophomore, junior, senior), age, gender, ethnicity (Caucasian, 
African-American, Hispanic-Latino, Asian American, Native American, or other), duration 
of relationship, commitment to the relationship, who decided on the breakup, length of time 
since breakup, what year in college did the breakup occur, current relationship status, 
professional services used to help deal with the breakup, parent's marital status, educational 
achievement (did not complete high school, high school graduate, vocational training and/or 
attended college, college degree, college graduate degree) (Appendix C). 
Childhood Events. Childhood events was measured by a modified version of The Life 
Events Questionnaire (Coddington, 1972). Participants were asked to recall whether or not 
certain life events occurred when they were in elementary school, junior high/middle school, 
and/or high school. The Life Events Questionnaire is a life events scale comparable to the 
scale developed by Holmes and Rahe (1967). Sample life event items from the scales 
included "Suspension from school" for the elementary age group, "Beginning to date" for the 
junior high/middle school age group, and "Getting married" for the senior high school age 
group. 
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For the present study, frequency checklists of life events were calculated to obtain 
subtotal and total scores. Participants examined a combined list of 39 life events and 
indicated whether that event had never occurred, had occurred between kindergarten and 5th 
grade, had occurred between 6th and 8th grade, and whether it had occurred between 9th and 
12th grade. The scales are presented in Appendix C. Subtotal scores were calculated for each 
grade interval and total scores were obtained by adding the subtotal scores. Higher overall 
scores are indicative of a stressful childhood. 
Even though these scales have not been used in any research on relationship termination 
adjustment in adulthood, they can serve as a useful tool to gauge the role of childhood events 
in adult premarital relationship breakup, because no study to date has examined how these 
distal events can influence how adults handle an ended relationship. 
Reliability data on the scale are available. Garrison, Schoenbach, Schulucter, and 
Kaplan (1987) reported test-retest reliabilities on an adolescent population to be .69, .67, and 
.56 at 3-, 7-, and 11-month follow ups. Validity data on the scale have not been researched. 
Childhood Attachment. The Parental Bonding Instrument (PBI, Parker, Tupling, & 
Brown, 1979) was used to measure childhood attachment. The PBI consists of 25 4-point 
Likert-type items to assess one's attachment to parents in childhood (the scale is used once 
for the mother, and once for the father). The scale yields two dimensions of parental 
bonding, parental care (which measures parental concern) and psychological control of the 
child (which measures parental overprotectedness). The scale is presented in Appendix C. 
Participants completing the scale were asked to remember various attitudes and 
behaviors from their mother or primary caregiver (if mother was deceased) in their first 16 
years and select the most appropriate choice from the Likert scale. Sample items from the 
51 
scale include: "Spoke to me in a warm and friendly voice" (for parental care), and "Let me 
do the things I liked doing" (for parental control or overprotectedness). There are 12 items 
that assess parental care, and 13 items that address parental control. Scores are obtained by 
summing the values for each of the items on each subscale. Using the four-point Likert 
scale, the 12 items on the care subscale produce a maximum score of 36, and the items in the 
parental control subscale produce a maximum score of 39. Higher scores are indicative of 
greater parental care and greater parental control. 
The PBI has been used in research on premarital breakups (Moller et al., 2002), and has 
as one of its strengths the intent to ask participants to reflect on their parental attachment 
through age 16, providing a retrospective account of both childhood and part of adolescence. 
In addition, Parker et al. (1979) concluded that the PBI could be used to assess optimal 
parental bonding and also to examine the role that parental distortions have on the 
psychological and social functioning of the participants. 
According to Parker et al. (1979), this scale has adequate reliability and validity. Test-
retest reliabilities of .76 for the care scale and .62 for control (or overprotection) were 
reported, as well as coefficients of .87 (care) and .73 (control) for split-half reliability. The 
Cronbach alpha value for the care scale when used to assess the mother and father separately 
was .94 (Moller et al., 2002), suggesting strong internal consistency. Cronbach alpha values 
for the control scale were not available. For the present study, Cronbach alphas were .91 for 
the care scale and .84 for the overprotection scale, respectively. Regarding construct 
validity, the dimensions of overprotection and care do not appear to be independent of each 
other, but rather are linked to one another. Overprotection is associated with a lack of care 
(Parker et al., 1979). 
52 
Personality. Personality was assessed by the NEO Five Factor Inventory (NEO-FFI; 
Costa & McCrae, 1992), a 60-item questionnaire that measures five factors, or dimensions, 
of personality. This five factor model is a comprehensive framework for organizing 
personality traits. These dimensions include: Neuroticism, (e.g., being anxious or worried); 
Extraversion, (e.g., the amount of warmth and friendliness one possesses); Openness to 
Experience, (e.g., the willingness to try new things); Agreeableness, (e.g., compliance); and 
Conscientiousness, (e.g., self-discipline) (Costa & McCrae, 1992). 
The NEO-FFI consists of 12 items per dimension (see Appendix C). Examples of the 
questions include, "I rarely feel lonely or blue," measuring Neuroticism, and "I like to be 
where the action is," tapping into Extraversion. The participants are asked to rate each 
question on a 5-point Likert scale, with l=strongly disagree to 5=strongly agree according to 
the degree in which the statement describes the participants. Per the hypothesized model, the 
Neuroticism dimension was examined first in the current study, followed by investigating the 
role that the other four dimensions (Extraversion, Openness, Agreeableness, and 
Conscientiousness) played in the model. Higher scores indicate Neuroticism, Extraversion, 
Openness to Experience, Agreeableness, and Conscientiousness, respectively. 
According to Costa and McCrae (1992), the NEO-FFI possesses good internal 
consistency, with alpha coefficients ranging from .79 to .89, with a mean of .81. Murray, 
Raw lings, Allen, and Trinder (2003) reported comparable findings in their study of a 
community sample, with coefficients ranging from .75 to .87. Moreover, Murray et al. 
(2003) reported test-retest coefficients at six months ranging from .80 (Agreeableness) to .87 
(Openness), with a mean correlation across scale scores of .83. In the present study, the 
alpha coefficients for the five dimensions were .86 (Neuroticism), .78 (Extraversion), .70 
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(Openness), .80 (Agreeableness), and .82 (Conscientiousness). According Costa and McCrae 
(1992), the NEO-FFI has also displayed both construct and convergent validity. 
Perceived Stress. Perceived stress was assessed by using the Perceived Stress Scale 
(PSS) (Cohen, Kamarck, & Mermelstein, 1983). The PS S is a 14-item scale designed to 
measure the degree to which situations in one's life are viewed as stressful. Participants 
respond to items on a 5-point Likert-type scale that assesses the extent to which their lives 
are appraised as uncontrollable, unpredictable, and overloading. The scale is presented in 
Appendix C. 
Sample items from the scale include questions like, "In the last month, how often have 
you been upset because of something that has happened unexpectedly?" and "In the last 
month, how often have you felt difficulties were piling up so high that you could not 
overcome them?" PSS scores are obtained by reversing the scores on the seven positive 
items, and then summing across all 14 items. Higher scores are indicative of higher levels of 
perceived stress than lower scores. 
The PSS has been used in research on relationship termination adjustment (Moller et al., 
2002; 2003), and has as one of its key strengths a more global focus than life-event scales. In 
addition, the scale is sensitive to chronic stress from continuing life circumstances, stress 
coming from anticipating future events, stress not listed on life event scales, and is sensitive 
to reactions to the specific events listed on any scale (Cohen et al., 1983). 
According to Cohen et al. (1983), coefficient alphas for the PSS were .84, .85, and .86 in 
three different samples. Moreover, test-retest reliability over two days was .85. For the 
present study, the alpha coefficient was .84. Regarding validity, the PSS has demonstrated 
predictive validity by being a better predictor of health and health-related outcomes than 
either of the two life event scales used by Cohen et al. (1983), and both predictive and 
construct validity by being highly correlated with depressive symptomatology, but measuring 
a different and independently predictive construct. 
Adult Attachment. The Attachment Styles Questionnaire (ASQ, Feeney, Noller, & 
Hanrahan, 1994) is a 40-item, 6-point Likert-type scale (l=totally disagree, 6=totally agree) 
of adult attachment. The questionnaire consists of five scales: Confidence, Discomfort with 
Closeness, Need for Approval, Preoccupation with Relationships, and Relationships as 
Secondary. Of the 40 items on this measure, 8 items are on the Confidence scale, 10 on the 
Discomfort with Closeness scale, 7 on the Need for Approval scale, 8 on the Preoccupation 
with Relationships scale, and 7 on the Relationships as Secondary scale. This questionnaire 
is shown in its entirety in Appendix C. 
Feeney et al. (1994) have stated that the Confidence scale (ASQ-CON: "I am confident 
that other people will be there for me when I need them") corresponds with secure 
attachment, whereas the other scales correspond with the various dimensions of insecure 
attachment. Sample items from the other scales are as follows: Discomfort with Closeness 
(ASQ-DIS: "I find it hard to trust other people"), Need for Approval (ASQ-NA: "It's 
important to me that others like me"), Preoccupation with Relationships (ASQ-PRE: "I 
worry a lot about my relationships"), and Relationships as Secondary (ASQ-RS: "I am too 
busy with other activities to put much time into relationships"). 
Feeney et al. (1994) have stated that those demonstrating an avoidant style of attachment 
score highest on the Relationships as Secondary scales, and moderately high on the 
Discomfort with Closeness scale. These individuals should score midrange on the other 
scales. Anxious/ambivalent types are expected to score high on the Preoccupation with 
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Relationships and the Need for Approval scales, in the midrange on the Discomfort with 
Closeness scale, and low on the Relationships as Secondary scale. 
The ASQ has both high internal consistency and stability. Regarding internal 
consistency, Cronbach's alpha coefficients for the five scales were: Confidence (.80), 
Discomfort with Closeness (.84), Need for Approval (.79), Preoccupation with Relationships 
(.76), and Relationships as Secondary (.76). These coefficients were calculated on a sample 
of 470 university students. Test-retest reliabilities of the five scales were as follows: 
Confidence (.74), Discomfort with Closeness (.74), Need for Approval (.78), Preoccupation 
with Relationships (.72), and Relationships as Secondary (.67). These coefficients were 
derived from data collected on 295 introductory psychology students (Feeney et al., 1994). 
In the present study, the alpha coefficients were as follows: Confidence (.75), Discomfort 
with Closeness (.84), Need for Approval (.76), Preoccupation with Relationships (.71), and 
Relationships as Secondary (.74). 
In addition to displaying good reliability, the ASQ has demonstrated construct validity 
(Feeney et al, 1994). Pairwise correlations between the five scales of this measure were 
significant. In addition, these five scales were correlated with the Likert ratings derived from 
Hazan and Shaver's (1987) forced-choice measure. The Likert rating of secure attachment 
was positively correlated with Confidence, and negatively correlated with the other four 
scales tapping into the dimensions of insecure attachment. The Likert rating of avoidant 
attachment was strongly correlated with the Discomfort with Closeness scales, and 
moderately correlated with the Relationships as Secondary scale. Finally, the Likert rating of 
anxious/ambivalent attachment was strongly correlated with the Preoccupation with 
Relationships and the Need for Approval Scale. 
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Coping. Coping was assessed by using the Brief COPE, a 28 item, 4-point Likert-type 
scale that measures an individual's coping resources (Carver, 1997). The Brief COPE is 
based on the COPE inventory, a 60-item instrument with 15 scales (four items per scale) 
(Carver, Scheir, & Weintraub, 1989). Scale modification and factor analyses yielded 14 
scales (with two items a piece). These scales include Active Coping, Planning, Positive 
Reframing, Acceptance, Humor, Religion, Using Emotional Support, Using Instrumental 
Support, Self-Distraction, Denial, Venting, Substance Use, Behavioral Disengagement, and 
Self-Blame. The Brief COPE is shown in Appendix C. 
Items on the Brief COPE include "I've been learning to live with it" (for Self-
Acceptance), and "I've been praying or meditating" (for Religion). Higher scores suggest 
utilizing more coping resources than do lower scores. 
Even though the Brief COPE has not been used before on research involving relationship 
termination adjustment, the measure is convenient and has demonstrated both strong 
reliability and validity. Because many of the questionnaires in the proposed study are 
lengthy (ASQ, NEO-FFI, PDAS), a need existed for a psychometrically sound, yet brief 
measure. The Brief COPE can adequately assess an individual's coping resources without 
demanding much time and effort (Carver, 1997). 
Regarding reliability and validity, Cronbach's alphas values for the 14 scales of the Brief 
COPE ranged from .50 to .90. In the present study, the alpha coefficients for the three scales 
of interest were as follows: Active Coping (.81), Planning (.91), and Instrumental Support 
(.92). Moreover, evidence for the discriminant validity of the Brief COPE with personality 
measures was presented by Carver et al. (1989), who concluded that the personality variables 
(e.g., hardiness, social desirability, etc.) and coping strategies were not strongly correlated, 
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and therefore are not identical to each other. Moreover, the COPE scales were not strongly 
related to other measures of coping style used in the study (e.g., monitoring and blunting). 
Relationship Termination Adjustment. The Fisher Divorce Adjustment Scale (PDAS; 
Fisher, 1976) is a 100-item, Likert-type questionnaire designed to measure divorce 
adjustment. The PDAS has a reliability coefficient of .98 and appears to have face validity. 
This questionnaire is shown in Appendix C. The instrument consists of six subscales that 
quantify the degree of adjustment that an individual has achieved in each of six areas: 
disentanglement from the former relationship, self-worth, social self-worth, anger, grief, and 
trust and intimacy. 
The longest scales are the self-worth, disentanglement, and grief measures. The self-
worth subscale consists of 25 questions. Scores can range from 25 (low self-worth) to 125 
(high self-worth). The disentanglement scale consists of 22 items, with scores ranging from 
22 (poor disentanglement) to 110 (successful disentanglement). The grieving scale has 24 
items. Scores can range from 24 (grieving) to 120 (grieving completed). In terms of the 
smaller scales, the anger subscale consists of 12 questions, with scores ranging from 12 
(angry at former partner) to 60 (little or no anger). Furthermore, the social trust subtest has 
eight items, with scores ranging from 8 (fearful of intimacy) to 40 (open to intimacy). 
Finally, scores on the social self-worth scale, consisting of nine items, range from 9 (low 
social self-worth) to 45 (good social self-worth). Each question has a 5-item Likert-type 
response. The sequence is as follows: (a) almost always, (b) usually, (c) sometimes, (d) 
seldom, and (e) almost never. Thirty-one items on the FDAS are scored in reverse from this 
sequence, in that higher scores indicate better adjustment. 
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Subtest scores are obtained by summing the item scores. The PDAS total score is 
achieved by adding together the six subtest scores. This total score indicates the degree of 
progress that an individual has made through the divorce process. The scale scores were 
designed so that scores will be lowest at the point of greatest trauma, which usually occurs at 
the time of separation. Scores should become progressively higher as individuals work 
through the divorce process (Fisher, 1976). 
Fisher (1976) constructed the scale on a pragmatic basis. The original version of the 
FDAS had only four subscales (disentanglement, grief, acceptance, and rebuilding social 
relationships). The 70 original items reflected concerns that had been expressed by 
participants in Fisher's (1976) divorce adjustment seminars. Fisher's goal was to write each 
item in a manner that could be answered one way at the stage of pain and distress, and 
answered another way when the person had worked through that particular area of 
adjustment (Fisher, 1976). This goal remained constant throughout the scale development 
process. 
The original 70 items were administered to 26 people who provided verbal feedback 
about the items. After rewriting the items for clarity, the second version of the FDAS was 
administered to 66 people. The internal reliability coefficient was 0.91 (Fisher, 1976). 
Fisher (1976) then revised the instrument again, eliminating four items that did not 
discriminate well between the scales. Twenty-one items were reworded in an attempt to 
clarify their meaning. Fisher (1976) used the third version of the scale in a study on the 
outcome of a divorce adjustment seminar. The scale was administered to 160 people as part 
of this study. Sixty subjects were given the test as a pre-test and then, again, as a post-test. 
In addition, another 40 formerly-married people were administered the test. This resulted in 
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a normative sampling group of 100 people. This group (30 males and 70 females) was a 
good representative sample of white, middle-class people from Wald and Larimer counties in 
Colorado (Fisher, 1976). From this sample, the alpha coefficient was .98 with subtest 
reliabilities ranging from .87 to .93. The FDAS was revised again in 1978 (Family Relations 
Learning Center, 1992) to its present six subscale form, with 100 items on the entire 
instrument. Contemporary research with the FDAS has yielded strong reliability as well. 
Koenig-Kellas and Manu sov (2003) reported a Cronbach's alpha of .94 for the entire scale. 
In the present study, only the grief, disentanglement, and self worth subscales were used 
in order to reduce the length of the measure (from 100 to 72 items) and thereby enabling 
participants to complete the survey packet in a reasonable amount of time (45 minutes on 
average). The alpha coefficients for the respective subscales in the current study were as 
follows: grief (.95), disentanglement (.92), and self-worth (.91). 
The FDAS appears to have good face validity, but no information exists regarding 
specific validity measures (Fisher, 1976), although data were collected from 497 participants 
of the Fisher Divorce Adjustment and Personal Growth Seminars. Nonetheless, the FDAS 
has been used extensively by researchers studying divorce adjustment (Bonnington, 1988; 
Clipper, 1997; Davis & Aron, 1989; Hensley, 1996; Marcus & Forster, 1988; Saul & 
Scherman, 1984), and has been used to compare both divorced and non-divorced populations 
regarding their adjustment experiences (Hensley, 1996). 
Analyses 
SPSS (13.0) and LISREL (8.5) were used to model and analyze the data. Data analyses 
proceeded in several steps. First, descriptive analyses (e.g., frequencies, means, standard 
deviations, etc.) were computed for all the variables. Second, 2(Age) X 2(Gender) analyses 
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of covariance were computed to assess mean differences for all variables. Third, the 
hypothesized model (Figure 2) was evaluated via structural equation modeling. 
The first model evaluation involved the use of structural equation modeling to test a 
latent-variable measurement model. Latent variables for childhood events (3 subscale 
scores), childhood attachment (3 item indicators), personality (4 variable sets), stress (3 item 
indicators), adult attachment (3 item indicators), coping (3 item indicators), and relationship 
termination adjustment (3 item indicators) were constructed. 
LISREL (8.5) was used to evaluate the measurement model. High factor loadings 
similar in magnitude (.40 and above) were considered for purposes involving the trimming of 
the model. As necessary, the model was trimmed. Modification of the full-model was then 
evaluated. The LISREL analysis included assessment of the beta coefficients to determine 
significant direct and indirect pathways in the structural model. Third, multiple group 
comparisons based on gender (men versus women), age (younger students versus older 
students), and both combined were assessed to determine equivalence between groups, and to 
determine whether or not gender and age act as moderating variables regarding relationship 
termination adjustment. Based on acquired fit indices of the measurement and full model, 
modification indices were interpreted to determine the improvement of fit of the data to the 
model. Moreover, modification indices were also utilized to further improve the fit of the 
model to the data. Investigators have suggested several fit indices that should be considered 
in evaluating of structural equation models (Hu & Bentler, 1999; Kline, 1998). Based on 
these suggestions, fit indices of interest included the x2 fit, goodness of fit index (GFI), 
adjusted goodness of fit index (AGFI), root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA), 
and comparative fit index (CFI). Appropriate cutoff values for the GFI and AGFI, for 
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example, are to be greater than .90, which according to Kline (1998), indicate a good fit to 
the data. In addition, Hu and Bentler (1999) have noted that an acceptable value for the CFI 
is .95 or higher, whereas Byrne (1998) has stated that a RMSEA below .05 also indicates a 
good fit to the data. 
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IV. RESULTS 
To investigate the role that both distal and proximal influences play in relationship 
termination adjustment, the data were analyzed using a variety of statistical techniques 
including analysis of covariance (ANCOVA), multivariate analysis of covariance 
(MANCOVA), multiple regression, and structural equation modeling. This chapter presents 
the results of the analyses. 
Poststratification of the Present Sample 
As previously indicated, the present sample consisted of 252 university students. Due to 
the smaller sample size of men compared to women, the sample was poststratified to create a 
more balanced design than the present one regarding gender. The poststrafication technique 
consisted of creating a weight variable that gives each male participant a weight greater than 
one and female participant a weight less than one. These weight values were calculated as the 
ratio of the percentage of both men and women in the population over the percentage of both 
men and women in the sample, and were used in proceeding analyses. The ratios and 
subsequent weight variables used in this procedure were as follows: for the University of 
Northern Iowa (UNI) sample, the formula for men was .419 (proportion of men in the fall 
2004 student population) /.236 (proportion of men in the respective courses) =1.77. The 
formula for women was .581 (proportion of women in the fall 2004 student population) /.764 
(proportion of women in the respective courses) = .0760. The weight variable values for men 
and women in the UNI sample were 1.77 and .076, respectively. For the Iowa State 
University sample (ISU), the formula for men was ,561(proportion of men in the fall 2004 
student population) / .548 (proportion of men in the respective courses) =1.02. The formula 
for women was .439 (proportion of women in the fall 2004 student population) A452 
63 
(proportion of women in the respective courses) =.097. The weight variable values for men 
and women in the ISU sample were 1.02 and .097, respectively. These weighted variables 
were used in all the subsequent analyses in this study. 
Descriptive Results of Measures Used in the Present Study 
The means and standard deviations of the measures used in the present study are 
presented in Table 3. A brief summary of each measure used can provide useful insights to 
the nature of the sample. Regarding childhood and adolescent life events, participants on 
average recalled 14 life events during this time period. Childhood attachments scores 
reflected a high amount of care (M = 30.13) from the primary caretaker, and a minimal 
amount of overprotection (M = 11.75) from the same caretaker. 
The personality variables offer additional information pertaining to the current sample. 
Participants were on average at the midrange on the Neuroticism scale (M = 32.33), and their 
average scores on the remaining scales were above the midrange on Extraversion (M = 
43.66), Openness (M = 38.59), Agreeableness (M = 43.83), and Conscientiousness (M = 
43.78). 
Regarding perceived stress, participants did not report high levels of stress, with the 
average score (M = 24.88) below the midpoint score (28). In addition, the sample were not 
engaging in a large amount of coping behaviors, with the average score (M = 37.30) slightly 
below the midpoint score (42). 
The adult attachment descriptive statistics provide a general overview of the nature of 
the participants' close relationships. Students reported scores that reflect, on average, 
confidence in relationships (a measure of secure attachment) (M = 35.94), and somewhat a 
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Table 3 
Means and Standard Deviations on Measures Used in the Present Study on Relationship 
Termination Adjustment (n=252) 
Variable Mean Standard Deviation 
Childhood and Adolescence Life Events 
Kindergarten-5th Grade Events Score 3.39 2.04 
6th-8th Grade Events Score 3.81 2.38 
9th -12th Grade Events Score 6.87 2.49 
Life Events Scale Total Score 14.10 5.07 
Childhood Attachment 
PBI Care Scale (0-36) 30.13 6.01 
PBI Overprotection Scale (0-39) 11.75 6.32 
Personality 
NEO-FFI Neuroticism Scale (12-60) 32.33 7.60 
NEO-FFI Extraversion Scale (12-60) 43.66 5.79 
NEO-FFI Openness Scale (12-60) 38.59 5.62 
NEO-FFI Agreeableness Scale 43.83 5.93 
(12-60) 
NEO-FFI Conscientiousness Scale 43.78 5.99 
(12-60) 
(table continues) 
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Table 3 (continued) 
Variable Mean Standard Deviation 
Perceived Stress 
PSS Summary Score (0-56) 24.88 7.53 
Adult Attachment 
ASQ Confidence Scale (8-48) 35.94 4.50 
ASQ Discomfort Scale (10-60) 33.05 7.24 
ASQ RAS Scale (7-42) 15.90 4.88 
ASQ Preoccupation Scale (8-48) 26.86 5.21 
ASQ Need Scale (7-42) 22.63 5.27 
Coping 
Brief COPE Active Score (0-6) 3.90 1.39 
Brief COPE Planning Score (0-6) 3.88 1.57 
Brief COPE Instrumental 3.40 1.75 
Support Score (0-6) 
Brief COPE Summary Score (0-84) 37.30 10.14 
Relationship Termination Adjustment 
ED AS Grief Scale (24-120) 103.31 14.19 
PDAS Disentanglement Scale 86.86 17.56 
(22-110) 
PDAS Self-Worth Scale (25-125) 103.97 13.47 
Note. Numbers in parentheses are scale score ranges. 
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discomfort in close relationships (M = 33.05). Yet, participants also were slightly higher 
than average with a preoccupation with relationships (M = 26.86). Individuals did report 
high scores on the Relationships as Secondary scale (a measure of a dismissing style of 
attachment) (M = 15.90) as well as the Need for Approval scale (M = 22.63). 
Finally, most participants in the current study seemed to be adjusting to their ended 
relationships quite well. Students reported mean scores that suggested not a great deal of 
grief regarding their ended relationship (M = 103.31), as well as being emotionally 
disentangled from their former relationship (M = 86.86). In addition, participants also 
reported a high level of self-worth despite experiencing a breakup (M = 103.97) (Table 3). 
Now that the descriptive statistics have been presented, the mean differences pertaining to 
age and gender will be presented. 
Mean Gender Differences 
Within both the gender and age differences analyses, several covariates were used as 
control variables. These variables included whether or not the participants' parents had 
divorced, how long the student had been separated from the former romantic relationship, 
whether or not the student had cohabited with his/her most recent former romantic partner, 
how long the participant had been in his/her former romantic relationship, how committed 
the individual had been to his/her former dating relationship, who ended the most recent 
dating relationship, whether or not the student currently was dating somebody, and how long 
s/he had been dating this individual. The impact that these covariates had in the mean 
difference analyses will be mentioned in a later section. 
The first hypothesis of the present study stated that gender differences existed regarding 
one's personality and ability to cope. Specifically, the prediction that women displayed 
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Table 4 
Mean Gender Dijferences on Measures Used in the Present Study on Relationship 
Termination Adjustment (n=252) 
Variable Mean 
Score 
M F 
D Tf 
Childhood and Adolescence Life Events 
Kindergarten-5th Grade Score 
6th -8th Grade Score 
9th -12th Grade Score 
Life Events Scale Total Score 
Childhood Attachment 
PBI Care Scale 
PBI Overprotection Scale 
Personality 
NEO-FFI Neuroticism Scale 
NEO-FFI Extra version Scale 
2.94 3.39 
3.85 2.90 
7.34 6.58 
14.13 12.91 
29.94 29.94 
11.75 11.49 
30.72 33.59 
41.65 45.11 
NEO-FFI Openness Scale 40.48 36.62 
NEO-FFI Agreeableness Scale 41.51 45.23 
2.24 
3.09 
2.73 
.00 
.05 
17.18 ** 
.01 
*.39* .39 .05 
.02 
.01 
.00 
.00 
5.15* -.37 .03 
13.64** -.60 .08 
.68 .10 
19.68** -.64 .11 
(table continues) 
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Table 4 (continued) 
Variable Mean F d r\2 
Score 
M F 
Personality 
NEO-FFI Conscientiousness 42.83 44.73 3.66 .02 
Scale 
Perceived Stress 
PSS Summary Score 24.16 25.99 2.23 .01 
Adult Attachment 
ASQ Confidence Scale 35.75 36.14 .22 .00 
ASQ Discomfort Scale 33.84 32.14 1.94 .01 
ASQ RAS Scale 15.92 15.09 1.05 .00 
ASQ Preoccupation Scale 25.85 26.55 .60 .00 
ASQ Need Scale 21.84 22.50 .54 .00 
Coping 
Brief COPE Active Score 3.59 3.98 2.61 .01 
Brief COPE Planning Score 3.70 3.97 1.08 .00 
Brief COPE Instrumental 2.51 3.71 18.06** -.68 .10 
Brief COPE Summary Score 35.08 37.50 2.10 .01 
(table continues) 
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Table 4 (continued) 
Variable Mean 
Score 
M F 
F d 
Relationship Termination Adjustment 
PDAS Grief Scale 105.31 106.05 .12 .00 
PDAS Disentanglement Scale 89.36 89.80 .02 .00 
PDAS Self-Worth Scale 104.10 106.35 1.05 .00 
* p < .05 ** p < .01 
higher levels of Neuroticism than men was supported by the results. A MANCOVA yielded 
a significant main effect for gender, F (5, 149) = 15.74, p < .001. Follow-up analyses 
indicated a significant main effect for gender regarding Neuroticism scores, F (1, 164) = 
5.15, p < .05 (Table 4). Moreover, there were significant main effects for gender on 
Extraversion F (I, 164) = 13.64, p < .01, Openness F (1, 164) = 17.18, p < .01, and 
Agreeableness F ( 1, 164) = 19.68, p < .01, respectively. Women displayed higher levels of 
Extraversion and Agreeableness than men, whereas men displayed higher levels of Openness 
to Experience than did women. The predictions regarding coping were supported by the 
results. A MANCOVA yielded a significant main effect for gender, F (3, 151) = 6.00, p < 
.01. Follow-up analyses indicated that there was a significant main effect for gender on 
instrumental support, F (1, 164) = 18.06, p < .01. Women utilized (on average) more 
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instrumental support than did men. Finally, the prediction regarding the developmental 
outcome, relationship termination adjustment, stating that men will report significantly lower 
adjustment scores than women was not supported. A MANCOVA did not yield a significant 
finding across the three relationship termination adjustment subscale scores, F (3, 162) = 
.406, p = .749. 
Regarding the other variables used in the present study, analyses for the childhood 
attachment, stress, and adult attachment variables all produced nonsignificant results. 
Regarding childhood attachment and adult attachment, MANCOVAs yielded nonsignificant 
findings for gender, F (2, 152) = .03, p = .965, and F (5, 149) = 1.12, p = .35, respectively. 
Moreover, for perceived stress, the main effect for gender was also nonsignificant, F (1, 164) 
= 2.23, p = .137. 
Effect Sizes for Gender Differences 
Regarding the gender differences in the present study, effect sizes were calculated to 
determine the magnitude of the gender differences. The measure of effect size, d, is 
calculated by subtracting the mean score for women from the mean score for men and 
dividing that value by the sample standard deviation (Cohen, 1988). A negative value 
indicates that women scored higher on that respective measure than men, and a positive value 
means that men scored higher than women on that measure. These effect sizes are presented 
in Table 4. For the personality variables, three of the five effect sizes were in the moderate 
range (0.36 <d< .65) (Hyde, 2005). The effect sizes for the three variables were as follows: 
Neuroticism, d = -.37, Extraversion, d = -.60, and Agreeableness, d = -.64. For the Openness 
variable, the effect size was in the large range (0.66 <d< 1.00), d = .68. Finally, an effect 
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size was calculated for the gender difference in instrumental coping. The effect size was in 
the large range, d = -.68. 
Childhood and Adolescent Life Events Gender Differences 
One noteworthy finding not associated with any of the previous hypotheses involved 
childhood and adolescence life events. A MANCOVA yielded a significant main effect of 
gender on the three life event (Kindergarten-5th Grade, 6th -8th Grade, 9th -12th Grade) 
subscales, F (3, 151) = 5.29, p < .01. Follow-up analyses indicated a significant main effect 
for gender on the 6th -8th Grade subscale, F (1, 164) = 8.39, p < .01. Men experienced 
significantly more life events (M = 3.85) during the period from 6th to 8th grade than women 
(M - 2.90) (Table 4). Follow-up analyses indicated that during this period more men than 
women witnessed the marital separation of parents, x2 (1, N = 252) = 7.43, p < .01, became 
involved with drugs or alcohol, x2 (1, N = 252) = 4.62, p < .05, and were suspended from 
school, x2 (1 ,N = 252 = 9.80, p < .01). In addition, there was a significant interaction of 
gender and age regarding total childhood and adolescence life events scores, F (1, 164) = 
4.66, p < .05. Older female students had the fewest childhood life events (M = 12.28), 
whereas older male students (M = 15.04) had the highest numbers of childhood life events 
(Figure 3). 
Moreover, a MANCOVA yielded a significant interaction of gender and age on the three 
life event (Kindergarten-5th Grade, 6th -8th Grade, 9th -12th Grade) subscales, F (3, 162) = 
2.98, p < .05. Additional analyses indicated that the significant interaction existed with the 
Kindergarten-5th Grade subscale, F (1, 164) = 8.23, p < .05. Younger female students 
experienced significantly more life events (M = 3.74) during this period than did younger 
male students (M = 2.41) (Figure 4). Follow-up analyses indicated that during this period 
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Figure 3. Mean Differences in Total Childhood and Adolescence Life Events for Gender 
and Age Classification Interactions on Life Events 
more younger women than younger men experienced a change in father's occupation 
requiring increased absence from home, x2 (1, N = 135) = 3.87, p < .05, and had a brother or 
sister leave home, x2 (1,7V= 134) = 5.15, p < .05. 
Mean Age Differences in Perceived Level of Stress and RTA 
The second hypothesis stated that there were age differences regarding perceived level 
of stress and how one deals with an ended relationship. Specifically, younger students were 
hypothesized to have experienced higher levels of perceived stress. This prediction was not 
supported by the results, with the main effect for age classification regarding perceived level 
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Figure 4. Mean Differences in Total K5th Life Events for Gender and Age Classification 
Interactions on Life Events 
of stress summary scores not significant, F (1, 164) = .80, p = .370 (Table 5). 
In addition, a MANCOVA did not yield a significant finding across the three relationship 
termination adjustment subscale scores regarding age classification, F (3, 162) = .409, p = 
.746. There were also age difference predictions regarding one's ability to cope and how 
coping influences how one deals with an ended relationship. It was hypothesized that 
younger students utilized less active coping, planning, instrumental support and emotional 
support than older students. MANCOVAS for the three coping subscales F (3, 162) = 1.19, 
p = .315 were not significant. 
The Role of Covariates in the Mean Differences Analyses 
As previously mentioned several control variables were used in the mean differences 
analyses. One variable in particular, how committed the individual was to his/her former 
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Table 5 
Mean Age Dijferences on Measures Used in the Present Study on Relationship Termination 
Adjustment (n=252) 
Variable Mean 
Score 
YS OS 
F 
Childhood and Adolescence Life Events 
Kindergarten-5th Grade Score 
6th -8th Grade Score 
9th -12th Grade Score 
Life Events Scale Total Score 
Childhood Attachment 
PBI Care Scale 
PBI Overprotection Scale 
Personality 
NEO-FFI Neuroticism Scale 
NEO-FFI Extraversion Scale 
3.06 3.27 
3.33 3.43 
6.97 6.95 
13.38 13.66 
29.34 30.54 
12.52 10.72 
32.84 31.47 
43.73 43.03 
NEO-FFI Openness Scale 39.05 38.05 
NEO-FFI Agreeableness Scale 43.49 43.25 
.45 
.09 
.00 
.13 
1.20 
2.56 
1.15 
.53 
1.10 
.08 
.00 
.00 
.00 
.00 
.00 
.01 
.00 
.00 
.00 
.00 
(table continues) 
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Table 5 (continued) 
Variable Mean F r|2 
Score 
YS OS 
Personality 
NEO-FFI Conscientiousness 43.73 43.83 .01 .00 
Scale 
Perceived Stress 
PS S Summary Score 25.64 24.52 .80 .00 
Adult Attachment 
ASQ Confidence Scale 36.53 35.36 1.96 .01 
ASQ Discomfort Scale 32.36 33.62 1.02 .00 
ASQ RAS Scale 15.36 15.65 .12 .00 
ASQ Preoccupation Scale 26.67 25.74 1.04 .00 
ASQ Need Scale 22.73 21.61 1.54 .01 
Coping 
Brief COPE Active Score 3.62 3.95 1.82 .01 
Brief COPE Planning Score 3.83 3.84 .00 .00 
Brief COPE Instrumental 3.17 3.04 .20 .00 
Brief COPE Summary Score 37.13 35.45 .96 .00 
(table continues) 
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Table 5 (continued) 
Variable Mean F r\2 
Score 
YS OS 
Relationship Termination Adjustment 
PDAS Grief Scale 105.43 
PDAS Disentanglement Scale 88.30 
PDAS Self-Worth Scale 104.94 
105.93 .05 .00 
90.87 .96 .00 
105.51 .06 .00 
Note. YS=Younger Students; 0S=01der Students 
relationship, played a key role as a covariate in several of the analyses. The commitment 
variable yielded a significant main effect for Neuroticism scores, F (1, 164) = 5.20, p = .024, 
and perceived stress summary scores, F (1, 164) = 4.08, p = .045. Those participants who 
were very committed to their former romantic relationship had higher Neuroticism scores 
than those who were somewhat or minimally committed to their former dating relationship. 
Regarding perceived stress, those students who were very committed to their former 
romantic relationship had higher levels of perceived stress in their current lives than those 
who were somewhat or minimally committed to their former dating relationship. In addition, 
a MANCOVA did yield a significant finding across two of the three relationship termination 
adjustment subscale scores regarding commitment to the former relationship, F (3, 162) = 
4.48, p = .005. Those participants who were very committed to their former romantic 
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relationship had greater difficulty dealing with grief and disentangling themselves 
from their former relationship than those who were somewhat or minimally committed to 
their former dating relationship. 
Follow-up analyses were conducted to determine the predictive power of these control 
variables on the developmental outcome. Before utilizing multiple regression analyses on 
these variables, zero-order correlations were calculated to determine whether any variables 
were highly correlated with each other. Two control variables, how long the student had 
been separated from the former romantic relationship and how long the student had been 
dating his/her current partner, were significantly correlated with each other, r = .737, p < 
.001. According to George and Mallery (2006), zero-order correlation coefficients between 
two variables of interest over .50 need to be carefully scrutinized and used with caution in 
regression analyses. Because another control variable (dating status) addressed the issue of 
whether or not the student was involved with a new relationship, and that the separation from 
the former relationship variable was a more relevant variable in this analysis than the dating 
length variable, the dating length variable was excluded from the multiple regression 
analyses. 
Multiple regression analyses were performed on each of three relationship termination 
adjustment subscale summary scores (grief, disentanglement, and self-worth). In the 
regression equation on the grief subscale, both how long the student had been separated from 
the former romantic relationship and commitment to the former relationship were significant 
predictors of grief, P = .27, p < .001, and |3 = .21, p < .001, respectively (Table 6). The less 
time a student had been separated from the former relationship, the lower the adjustment 
to grieving. In addition, the more committed students were to the former relationship, the 
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Table 6 
Summary of Regression Analyses for Control Variables Predicting Relationship Termination 
Adjustment 
Variable Grief (n=251 ) Disentangle (n =251) Self-Worth (n=251 ) 
B SE p B SE p £ SE p 
Parents Divorced -.44 1.89 -.01 -.62 2.32 -.01 .57 2.00 .01 
Separation Time .22 .05 .27** .30 .06 .31** .05 .05 .07 
Relation Length -.08 .05 -.10 -.12 .06 -.13* .04 .05 .06 
Commitment 3.58 1.04 .21** 4.15 1.28 19** 2.26 1.10 .13* 
Who Ended -1.66 .97 -.10 -2.36 1.19 -.12* -1.74 1.03 -.10 
Relationship 
Current Dating -1.03 .86 -.07 -1.54 1.05 -.09 -.92 .91 -.06 
Status 
Cohabitation With -4.15 4.79 -.05 1.08 5.87 .01 -3.10 5.0 -.04 
Former Partner 
R2 187 .201 .055 
** p < .01. * p < .05. 
lower the adjustment to grieving. 
Regarding disentanglement to the former relationship, how long the student had been 
separated from the former romantic relationship, how long participants were in their former 
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romantic relationship, commitment to the former relationship, and who ended the former 
relationship were significant predictors of disentanglement from the former relationship, P = 
31, p < .001, P = -.13, p < .05, P = .19, p < .01, p = -.12, p = .05, respectively (Table 6). The 
longer the participant had been separated from the former relationship, the greater the 
disentanglement from that relationship. Moreover, the longer time the individual had been in 
the former relationship, the less amount of disentanglement from that relationship. In 
addition, the more committed the student had been to the former dating relationship, the 
lower the amount of disentanglement from the former relationship. Finally, if the decision to 
end the relationship was either a mutual one or one decided by the partner (as compared to 
decided by oneself), then the amount of disentanglement from the former relationship was 
lower than for those participants who had initiated the breakup themselves. 
In the last subscale, self-worth, commitment to the former relationship was a significant 
predictor of self-worth, P = .14, p < .05 (Table 6). Specifically, the greater the participant's 
commitment was to the former relationship, the lower was the participant's self-worth. 
Structural Equation Modeling: A Developmental Model of Relationship Termination 
Adjustment 
Structural equation modeling was utilized to evaluate the hypothesized model. This 
particular analysis focused on the construction of an overall model of relationship 
termination adjustment, a multiple group comparison to determine if gender acts as a 
moderator of relationship termination adjustment, and a second multiple group comparison to 
determine if age acts as a moderator in adjusting to an ended relationship. Although research 
has documented how personality (Chung et al., 2002; Tashiro & Frazier, 2003), stress 
(Chung et al., 2002; Chung et al., 2003), adult attachment (Feeney & Noller, 1992; 
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Kirkpatrick & Hazan, 1994; Clipper, 1997), coping (Chung et al., 2003; Johnson, 2001; 
Moller et al., 2002), and childhood attachment and adult attachment (Moller et al., 2002) 
affect relationship termination adjustment, few if any studies have modeled how distal 
influences and proximal influences together affect how college students adjust to an ended 
dating relationship. In addition, no research to date has tested if gender and age act as 
moderators in relationship termination adjustment. 
To evaluate model fit, several fit indices were used in the present study. These fit 
indices included the chi-square test (x2), the Root Mean Square of Approximation (RMSEA), 
the Comparative Fit Index (CFI), the Goodness of Fit Index (GFI), and the Adjusted 
Goodness of Fit Index (AGFI). 
Measurement model. The developmental model of relationship termination adjustment 
(RTA) was constructed using several steps. First, a correlation matrix was computed using 
correlations, means, and standard deviations of RTA variables (Table 7). Regarding the 
correlations among variables used in present study and the developmental outcome (RTA), 
some noteworthy associations existed. One of the four variable sets of Neuroticism was 
significantly correlated to all three items from FDAS disentanglement subscale (measuring 
RTA), r = -.13 (p < .05), -.13 {p < .05), and -.19 (p < .01), respectively. Moreover, significant 
coefficients existed between two of the three disentanglement items ("Still have feelings for 
partner", Still feel emotionally committed") and both the 6th -8th and 9th -12th grade life 
events subscales, r = .12 (p < .05) and r = .13 (p < .05), respectively (Table 7). 
Second, a measurement model was tested. During the initial construction of the 
measurement model, problems with fitting the proposed measurement model to the data 
developed, %2 (df = 149) = 609.06, p < .05. One of the indicators used for childhood 
Table 7 
Correlation Matrix for Measurement Model 
Variables 1 2 3 4 5 
Life Events 
1. K5th. 1 
2. 6th8th. .32** 1 
3. 9th 12th. .23** .28** 1 
Childhood Attachment 
4. Warm voice -.05 .03 -.08 1 
5. Understand -.09 -.03 -.10 .56** 1 
worries 
6. Affectionate -.06 -.04 .00 .65** .60' 
Neuroticism 
7. Neuroticism 1 .06 .04 .07 -.01 -.00 
8. Neuroticism 2 .03 .06 .05 -.10 -.07 
9. Neuroticism 3 -.03 .09 .15* -.09 -.08 
10. Neuroticism 4 .09 .00 .07 .00 -.02 
Perceived Stress 
11. Unexpected .02 -.03 .07 .05 -.03 
happening 
12. Unable to .06 .06 .07 -.07 -.03 
control things 
6 7 8 9 10 11 
1 
.02 1 
.06 .67** 1 
.05 .55** .64** 1 
.06 .59** .64** .55** 
.10 .41** .41** .38** .36** 1 
.05 .48** .50** .45** .45** .58** 
(table continues) 
Table 7 (continued) 
Variables 1 2 3 4 5 
Perceived Stress 
13. Difficulties .05 -.00 .12 -.07 -.03 
piling up 
Adult Attachment: Confidence 
14. Easy to get .04 .09 .07 .16* .11 
to know 
15. People will -.01 -.03 -.07 .25** .23** 
be here for me 
16. Easy to get -.07 -.00 .01 .19** .16** 
close to others 
Coping 
17. Emotional .08 .10 -.00 .18** .19** 
support 
18. Comfort and .08 .14* .06 .22** .21** 
understanding 
19. Trying to get .02 -.00 .01 .11 .18** 
advice and help 
20. Getting help .07 .10 .07 .13* .21** 
6 7 8 9 10 11 
02 .40** 
.10 -.10 
24** _.!?** 
.14* -.08 
.20* .13* 
.18** .08 
.14* .06 
.17** .08 
.48** .41** 
-.10 -.06 
-.16* -.20** 
-.06 -.05 
.06 .06 
.00 .00 
.03 .03 
.05 .04 
.48** .42* 
-.02 .03 
-.00 -.05 
-.08 -.01 
.13* .05 
.09 .04 
.06 .03 
.09 .04 
(table continues) 
Table 7 (continued) 
Variables 1 2 3 4 5 
Relationship Termination 
Adjustment 
21. We can save .05 .09 -.04 -.03 -.02 
our relationship 
22. Still have feelings .05 .12* .00 -.06 -.04 
for partner 
23. Still feel .04 .13* -.06 -.00 -.01 
emotionally 
committed 
Means: 3.36 3.66 6.80 2.68 2.30 
SD: 2.08 2.33 2.49 .56 .84 
6 7 8 9 10 11 
.01 -.13* 
.05 -.13* 
.04 -.19* 
2.67 8.67 
.61 2.27 
-.08 -.09 
-.08 -.14* 
-.08 -.18** 
7.84 7.67 
2.29 2.03 
-.07 -.09 
-.10 -.15 
-.12* -.11 
8.43 1.92 
2.44 .97 
(table continues) 
Table 7 (continued) 
Variables 12 13 14 15 
Perceived Stress 
12. Unable to 
control things 
13. Difficulties 
piling up 
Adult Attachment: 
1 
.43** 1 
Confidence 
14. Easy to get -.07 
to know 
15. People will be -.12 
here for me 
16. Easy to get -.01 
close to others 
.01 1 
-.01 .22* 1 
.03 .40* .26** 
Coping 
17. Emotional .06 
support 
18. Comfort and .04 
understanding 
19. Trying to get .02 
advice and help 
20. Getting help .01 
.09 .26** .29** 
.01 .23** .26** 
.02 .22** .18** 
.07 .25** .23** 
16 17 18 19 20 21 22 
00 
.25 ** 
.23 ** .83** 1 
.22** .66** .67** 
_2i** .67** .69** .85** 1 
(table continues) 
Table 7 (continued) 
Correlation Matrix for Measurement Model 
Variables 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 
Relationship Termination 
Adjustment 
21. We can save -.10 -.08 -.06 .02 -.05 .10 .07 .03 .05 1 
our relationship 
22. Still have feelings -.19** -.10 -.01 -.01 -.07 .05 .07 .00 .08 .71** 1 
for partner 
23. Still feel -.10 -.19 .01 -.03 .00 .12* .12* .04 .07 .65** .67** 1 
emotionally 
committed 
Means: 1.74 1.78 4.47 4.83 4.00 1.75 1.90 1.76 1.74 4.12 3.85 3.84 
SD: 1.05 1.09 .93 .95 1.04 .94 .86 .93 .90 1.31 1.34 1.41 
* p < .05. ** p < .01. 
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attachment (the overprotection subscale of the PBI) had negative variance which resulted in 
the model's failure to converge in LISREL 8.5. Due to this problem with negative variance, 
the overprotection subscale was dropped as an indicator of childhood attachment with the 
care scale remaining as an indicator. 
Rather than using just one subscale indicator for childhood attachment, three individual 
item indicators were chosen from the care scale as the new indicators of childhood 
attachment. To find the best item indicators on this scale, an exploratory factor analysis was 
computed using SPSS 13.0 on the PBI to determine the factor configuration of the individual 
items of this scale. Principal component analysis yielded the highest overall loadings on the 
first factor to be PBI 1 ("Spoke to me with a warm and friendly voice") = .761, PBI 5 
("Appeared to understand my problems and worries") = .757, and PBI 6 ("Was affectionate 
to me") = .783. These three items from the care scale of the PBI became the new indicators 
of childhood attachment. Thus, childhood attachment was now operationally defined by 
three items measuring optimal parental bonding and care, or secure attachment. After this 
modification to the measurement model, the resulting model had a poor fit, %2 (df = 150) = 
479.67, p < .01 and did not converge. Thus, additional modifications were needed to 
improve the measurement model's fit. 
The next step involved the adult attachment variable. To have the adult attachment 
indicators be conceptually similar to the childhood indicators (with both measuring secure 
attachment), four of the five subscales of the ASQ (i.e., Discomfort with Closeness, 
Relationships as Secondary, Preoccupation with Relationships, and Need for Approval) were 
dropped as indicators of adult attachment and three items from the Confidence with 
Relationships subscale would be used as item indicators of adult attachment. 
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An exploratory factor analysis was computed using SPSS 13.0 on the ASQ to determine 
the factor configuration of the individual items of this scale. Principal component analysis 
yielded the highest overall loadings on the first factor to be ASQ 2 ("I am easier to get to 
know than most people") = -.468, ASQ 3 ("I feel confident that other people will be there for 
me when I need them") = -.297, and ASQ 19 ("I find it relatively easy to get close to other 
people") = -.525. These three items from the Confidence scale of the ASQ became the new 
indicators of adult attachment, labeled hereafter as confidence. Thus, confidence was now 
operationally defined with three items measuring secure attachment in adulthood. With this 
modification, the model had a better fit to the data than the initial measurement model, %2 (df 
= 132) = 256.62, p < .05, yet further improvement to the measurement model was needed 
due to other fit concerns. 
In addition to the modifications to the attachment indicators, changes were made to other 
indicators of the measurement model as well. Problems with low factor loadings in two of 
the three initial coping indicators (i.e., Active Coping and Planning) necessitated a change in 
the indicators used to assess coping. 
An exploratory factor analysis was computed using SPSS 13.0 on the Brief COPE to 
determine the factor configuration of the items on this scale. Four items reflecting both 
active coping and planning were selected as new indicators for coping, but two of the four 
item indicators (COPE 3 and COPE 4) had squared multiple correlations over 1.00. This 
shortcoming prompted another examination of the factor configuration of the Brief COPE 
items to locate four new indicators of coping. Principal component analysis yielded the 
highest overall loadings on the second factor to be COPE 13 ("I've been getting emotional 
support from others") = .838, COPE 14 ("I've been getting comfort and understanding from 
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someone") = .814, COPE 15 ("I've been trying to get advice or help from other people about 
what to do") = .859, and COPE 16 ("I've been getting help and advice from other people") = 
.862. These four items from the Brief COPE became the new indicators of coping. Thus, 
coping was now operationally defined with four items measuring both emotional and 
instrumental support as means of coping in adulthood. 
In addition to problems with the coping variable, there were problems with the indicators 
for the developmental outcome, RTA. First, the PDAS disentanglement subscale had a 
substantially lower loading (.60) on the RTA factor than did the PDAS grief and PDAS self-
worth subscales (.80 and 1.00, respectively). Second, the pathway between adult attachment 
and RTA in the structural model yielded a Heywood case (P = 12.55), indicating an improper 
solution regarding one of the model's pathways (Kline, 1998). 
Thus, once again an exploratory factor analysis was computed using SPSS 13.0 on the 
PDAS to determine the factor configuration of the items on this scale. Principal component 
analysis yielded the highest overall loadings on the first factor to be PDAS 34 ("I believe if 
we try, my most recent love-partner and I can save our love-relationship") = .852, PDAS 36 
("I have feelings of romantic love for my most recent love-partner") = .859, PDAS 51 ("I feel 
emotionally committed to my most recent former love-partner") = .778. These three items 
from the PDAS Disentanglement subscale became the new indicators of relationship 
termination adjustment. Therefore, RTA was now operationally defined with three items 
measuring how disentangled one is from his/her former relationship. 
Finally, to make the entire measurement model consistent (by using all item indicators 
for all the latent variables) and to eliminate the remaining problematic squared multiple 
correlation (1.00 for the perceived stress summary score), the last summary score indicator in 
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the measurement model, measuring perceived stress, was replaced by three item indicators 
from this same scale. 
The final exploratory factor analysis was computed using SPSS 13.0 on the PSS to 
determine the factor configuration of the items on this scale. Principal component analysis 
yielded the highest overall loadings on the first factor to be PSS 1 ("In the last month, how 
often have you been upset because of something that has happened unexpectedly?") = .687, 
PSS 2 ("In the last month, how often have you felt that you were unable to control the 
important things in your life?") = .793, PSS 14 ("In the last month, how often have you felt 
difficulties were piling up so high that you could not overcome them?") = .667. These three 
items from the PSS became the new indicators of perceived stress. Therefore, perceived 
stress was now operationally defined with three items measuring level of perceived stress 
during the last month. 
In summary, when constructing the measurement model for this study, many corrective 
steps were needed in order for the model to converge. First, by removing the overprotection 
scale as an indicator of childhood attachment and replacing it with three item indicators from 
the remaining scale (care scale), the negative variance was eliminated. Still, the model was 
did not converge. The remaining steps taken to get the model to converge (as well as to fit 
the data better) involved going from subscale scores to item indicators with the confidence 
(adult attachment), stress, coping, and RTA variables. By switching to item indicators, the 
indicators for childhood attachment and confidence were conceptually similar, the low factor 
loadings for both the coping and RTA variables were eliminated, and a problematic squared 
multiple correlation over 1.00 in the stress variable was rectified. With these changes, the 
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final measurement model had a satisfactory fit, x2 (df = 206) = 245.10, p < .05. Factor 
loadings for the measurement model ranged from .71 to .97 (Table 8). 
Structural model. After modifications to the measurement model were implemented, the 
hypothesized structural model was computed and yielded a poor fit to the data, %2 (df =216) 
= 313.23, p < .01. Modification indices indicated a potentially large decrease in the %2 value 
with a new pathway from personality to stress incorporated into the model. Because 
empirical evidence exists that personality can influence perceived stress regarding an ended 
relationship (Chung et al., 2002), this pathway was included in the revised structural model. 
This revised structural model had a satisfactory fit to the data, %2 (df = 215) = 261.23, p < 
.05, and was a significant improvement from the initial model, x2diff = 52.00, p < .05. 
Modification indices indicated an additional decrease in the x2 value with a new pathway 
from childhood and adolescent life events to coping. Because empirical support exists 
regarding the influence of childhood and adolescent life events on coping (Hua, 2004, Liu 
and Jin, 2001), this pathway was incorporated into the next structural model. This model had 
a good fit to the data, x2 (df = 214) = 255.56, p < .05, and was a significant improvement 
from the revised model, x2diff= 5.67, p < .05. 
Thus, with inclusion of two new structural pathways (from personality to stress and from 
childhood and adolescent life events to coping, a structural model with a good fit to the data 
was obtained. 
After these new pathways were added, several structural models using the five NEO-FFI 
Dimensions (Neuroticism, Extraversion, Openness, Agreeableness, Conscientiousness) were 
compared. The model using the Openness domain, x2 (df =214) = 240.60, p < .05, had a 
slightly better fit than the Neuroticism model, x2 (df =214) = 255.56, p < .05 (Table 9). The 
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Table 8 
Factor Loadings for Confirmatory Factor Relationship Termination Adjustment Model 
Variable and Measure Factor Loading SE T-value 
Childhood and Adolescence Life Events 
Kindergarten-5th Grade Events Score .74 .19 3.84 
6th-8th Grade Events Score 1.00 
9th -12th Grade Events Score .76 .20 3.80 
Childhood Attachment 
PBI Item 1 (Spoke warmly to me) .73 .07 10.82 
PBI Item 5 (Understand my problems) 1.00 
PBI Item 6 (Was affectionate to me) .83 .08 10.93 
Personality 
Neuroticism 
Cluster 1 (Items 1-3) .91 .06 14.22 
Cluster 2: Items 4-6 1.00 
Cluster 3: Items 7-9 .77 .06 13.06 
Cluster 4: Items 10-12 .94 .07 13.28 
Perceived Stress 
PSS Item 1 (Unexpected event) .84 .09 9.81 
PSS Item 2 (Unable to control) 1.00 
(table continues) 
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Table 8 (continued) 
Variable and Measure Factor Loading SE T-value 
Perceived Stress 
PSS Item 14 (Things piling up) 
Adult Attachment: Confidence 
ASQ Item 2(Easier to get to know) 
ASQ Item 3 (People will be there) 
ASQ Item 19 (Easy to get close) 
Coping 
Brief COPE Item 13 (Emotional 
support) 
Brief COPE Item 14 (Comfort and 
understanding) 
Brief COPE Item 15 (Trying to get 
help and advice) 
Brief COPE Item 16 (Getting 
help and advice) 
Relationship Termination Adjustment 
PDAS Item 34 (Can save our 
relationship) 
PDAS Item 36 (Still have feelings 
of love) 
PDAS Item 51 (Still emotionally 
committed) 
.84 .10 8.87 
.71 .16 4.37 
1.00 
.87 .19 4.69 
1.00 
.92 .05 20.22 
.78 .10 8.12 
.78 .09 8.24 
.94 .07 13.91 
1.00 
.97 .07 13.39 
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Table 9 
Fit Indices for Models Utilizing NE0-FF1 Personality Domains 
Model x2 df RMSEA GFT AGFI CFI 
1. Neuroticism Model 255.56 214 .02 .92 .90 .98 
2. Extraversion Model 346.56 214 .04 .90 .87 .94 
3. Openness Model 240.60 214 .02 .92 .90 .99 
4. Agreeableness 
Model 
320.77 214 .04 .90 .88 .98 
5. Conscientiousness 
Model 
268.33 214 .02 .92 .90 .95 
Note. RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; GFI = Goodness of Fit Index; 
AGFI = Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index; CFI = Comparative Fit Index. 
model with the worst overall fit was the one utilizing the Extraversion domain, x2 (df =214) = 
346.56, p < .05. 
The five structural models examined had a few pathways in common with each other. In 
all five models, significant pathways existed from childhood life events to coping childhood 
attachment to confidence, and confidence to coping. However, these five models 
presented some noteworthy distinctions as well. In the model using Neuroticism, a 
significant pathway existed from Neuroticism to stress. In essence, the higher the level of 
Neuroticism, the higher the level of perceived stress. This model had the most significant 
pathways linked to the developmental outcome, relationship termination adjustment than all 
the models compared. There were significant pathways to RTA from Neuroticism, con­
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fidence, and coping. Participants with higher Neuroticism scores were less disentangled from 
their former relationship (P = -.15, p < .01). In addition, confidence (secure adult 
attachment) predicted less disentanglement from the former relationship (P = -.70, p < .01 ), 
and higher levels of instrumental and emotional support predicted greater disentanglement 
from the former relationship (P = .45, p < .01). Regarding the Extraversion model, a 
significant pathway existed from Extraversion to coping; Extraverted participants obtained 
more instrumental and emotional support than introverted participants (P = .12, p < .01). 
Regarding the Openness model, no significant pathways existed for the Openness variable. 
In the model using the Agreeableness domain, significant pathways were from Agreeableness 
to both stress and coping. Individuals who were less agreeable indicated higher levels of 
perceived stress (P = -.12, p < .01), whereas those students who scored higher on 
Agreeableness utilized more instrumental and emotional support than those scoring lower on 
Agreeableness (P = .20, p < .01). Finally, in the Conscientiousness model, significant 
pathways existed from Conscientiousness to coping and coping to RTA. Individuals who 
were more conscientious utilized more instrumental and emotional support than those who 
were less conscientious (P = .09, p < .01). Moreover, the higher the use of these coping 
resources by students, the more disentangled they were from their former romantic 
relationship (P = .29, p < .01). 
Upon examination of these structural models, the Openness model had a slightly better 
overall fit to the data as compared to the Neuroticism model, yet the Neuroticism model had 
more significant structural pathways (seven as compared to three) than the Openness model. 
Moreover, even though all the models that were compared had a crucial link from distal to 
proximal influences (the significant pathway from childhood life events to coping), none of 
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the other models had as many overall significant pathways and significant pathways to the 
developmental outcome as the Neuroticism model. In addition, empirical evidence does exist 
for the role that Neuroticism (Chung et al., 2002; Tashiro & Frazier, 2003) plays in adjusting 
to an ended dating relationship, yet little if any evidence exists for the Openness dimension in 
RTA. Therefore, the Neuroticism structural model appeared to be the best model suited to 
explain the developmental nature of dealing with the loss of a romantic relationship. 
Neuroticism structural model. When examining the Neuroticism structural model, 
several of the significant pathways identified were supported by the hypotheses. As 
predicted, childhood life events did directly affect one's ability to cope, P = .12, p < .01, as 
well childhood attachment directly affecting confidence, p = .43, p < .01 (Figure 5). 
Moreover, Neuroticism had a direct effect on a college student's level of perceived stress, p = 
.33, p < .01, and Neuroticism also directly affected how a student adjusted to his/her ended 
relationship, P = -.15, p < .01. In addition, both confidence and coping directly affected the 
developmental outcome, RTA, P = -.70, p < .001, P = .45, p < .01, respectively. Those 
individuals displaying higher levels of confidence (secure attachment) were less disentangled 
from their former relationship than those reporting lower levels of secure attachment. 
Regarding coping, those receiving both emotional and instrumental support from others were 
more disentangled from their former relationship than those not receiving these two types of 
support. The only significant pathway not identified in the hypotheses was the direct effect 
from confidence to coping, p = .63, p < .01 (Figure 5). In essence, the more securely 
attached (confident) individuals were, the more emotional and instrumental coping strategies 
they utilized. With significant pathways between childhood attachment and confidence, 
confidence to coping and coping to RTA, there is evidence for a distal mechanism regarding 
Distal 
Influences 
Proximal 
Influences 
Developmental 
Outcome 
.17 .12* Childhood and 
Adolescent Life 
Events 
Neuroticism 
R2=.02 
-.15* 
.01 .10 
.33* 
.45* 
.04 
.63* 
-.70* 
.43* Confidence 
R2=.25 
Childhood 
Attachment 
Figure 5. Structural Model of Relationship Termination Adjustment, x2 = 255.56 df = 214 RMSEA =.024 GFI = 
* p < .05. Note. Confidence is a variable measuring secure adult attachment. 
.92 AGFI = .90 
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adjusting to an ended relationship. Secure attachment in childhood (distal influence) 
predicted secure attachment (confidence) in adulthood (proximal influence). Confidence in 
adulthood predicted the use of emotional and instrumental coping strategies (another 
proximal influence), and the use of these strategies predicted being more disentangled from 
the former romantic relationship. Moreover, there is also evidence for mediation in this 
model. Confidence mediated the relationship between childhood attachment and RTA, 
whereas coping mediated the relationship between childhood and adolescent events and 
RTA. In addition, coping mediated the relationship between confidence and RTA. Thus, 
regarding indirect effects, the prediction that both childhood events and childhood attachment 
would predict RTA was supported by the results. However, results indicated significant 
indirect effects from childhood attachment to coping, p = .44, p < .001, and confidence to 
RTA, p = .46,p < .001. These two significant indirect effects were not part of the hypotheses 
proposed. Finally, the squared multiple correlations for the latent variables in this model 
were: Neuroticism (.02), stress (.62), adult attachment (.25), coping (.45), and RTA (.12). 
Trimmed model. To ensure model parsimony, all nonsignificant structural pathways 
were trimmed from the model. These pathways were from childhood events to both 
Neuroticism and stress, childhood attachment to stress, Neuroticism to coping, and stress to 
coping (Figure 6). The trimmed model had a good fit to the data, %2 (df =217) = 260.43, p < 
.05 (Table 10), and this model did not have a significantly worse fit from the hypothesized 
model, x2diff = 4.87, p < .05 (Table 10). The squared multiple correlations for the latent 
variables in the trimmed model were: stress (.62), adult attachment (.25), coping (.39), and 
RTA (.12). Therefore, by trimming the hypothesized structural model, a new, parsimonious 
structural model that fits the data well was obtained. 
Distal 
Influences 
Proximal 
Influences 
Developmental 
Outcome 
Childhood and 
Adolescent Life 
Events 
Neuroticism 
.14* 
-.13* 
.40* 
.44* Confidence 
R2=.25 
Childhood 
Attachment 
Figure 6. Trimmed Model of Relationship Termination Adjustment, x2 = 260.43 df = 217 RMSEA = .02 GFI 
* p < .05. Note. Confidence is a variable measuring secure adult attachment. 
= .92 AGFI = .89 
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Table 10 
Fit Indices for Neuroticism Models of Relationship Termination Adjustment 
Model x2 X2diff df RMSEA GFI AGFI CFI 
1. Null model 2695.05 253 
2. Hypothesized Model 255.56 214 .02 .92 .90 .98 
(Pathways included) 
3. Trimmed Model 260.43 217 .02 .92 .90 .98 
(Absence of pathways 
from life events to per­
sonality, life events to 
stress, childhood attach­
ment to stress, persona­
lity to coping, and stress 
to coping) 
Difference between 4.87 
Model 2 and Model 3 
Note. RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; GFI = Goodness of Fit Index; 
AGFI = Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index; CFI = Comparative Fit Index. 
Multiple Group Analyses. Two multiple group comparisons were conducted to 
determine if both gender and age acted as moderators of relationship termination adjustment. 
As in the previous measurement model, a correlation matrix was computed using 
correlations, means, and standard deviations of RTA variables on gender data (Table 11). 
Regarding gender, multiple group analyses yielded a model with an acceptable fit, x2 (df 
= 490) = 602.12, p = .00 (Table 12). However, in light of previous models estimated with 
better overall fit indices, additional analyses were computed on the gender multiple group 
comparison model to identify the fit problems. First, to determine whether the factor 
Table 11 
Correlation Matrix for Gender Multiple Group Comparison Model 
Variables 1 2 3 4 5 
Life Events 
1. K5th. 1 .28** .17* -.06 -.06 
2.6*8th. .39** 1 .32** .04 -.06 
3.9*12th. .36** .22* 1 -.15 -.16* 
Childhood Attachment 
4. Warm voice -.02 .03 .02 1 .55** 
5. Understand -.14 .00 -.02 .58** 1 
worries 
6. Affectionate -.14 -.08 .04 .74** .67** 
Neuroticism 
7. Neuroticism 1 .01 -.08 .01 -.01 -.00 
8. Neuroticism 2 .06 -.03 -.07 -.15 -.14 
9. Neuroticism 3 -.02 -.04 .01 -.16 -.07 
10. Neuroticism 4 .09 -.15 .04 .02 -.00 
Perceived Stress 
11. Unexpected .02 -.07 .17 .07 .01 
happening 
12. Unable to .00 -.05 .10 -.05 -.00 
control things 
6 7 8 9 10 11 
.01 .08 .01 -.05 .10 .03 
.01 .17* .15 .20** .14 .02 
,02 .13 .12 .25** .10 .02 
.58** -.03 -.07 -.05 -.02 .04 
.55** -.00 -.02 -.09 -.04 -.06 
1 -.07 -.05 -.05 .02 .12 
,00 1 .66** .53** .56** .35= 
-.09 .68** 1 .62** .67** .44 
-.06 .59** .66** 1 .57** .37 
.08 .59** .56** .50** 1 .32 
.07 .47** .35** .39** .41** 1 
-.05 .52** .45** .48** .43** .69 
(table continues) 
Table 11 (continued) 
Variables 1 2 3 4 5 
Perceived Stress 
13. Difficulties .06 -.16 .06 -.11 -.07 
piling up 
Adult Attachment: Confidence 
14. Easy to get .09 .05 .14 .17 .10 
to know 
15. People will -.00 -.05 .01 .15 .33** 
be here for me 
16. Easy to get -.09 -.05 -.09 .25* .21** 
close to others 
Coping 
17. Emotional .02 .06 .13 .16 .24* 
support 
18. Comfort and .06 .18 .20* .24* .25* 
understanding 
19. Trying to get .01 -.04 .12 .04 .05 
advice and help 
20. Getting help .14 .07 .21* .14 .19 
6 7 8 9 10 11 
-.05 .47** .48** 
.10 -.09 -.11 
.30** -.08 -.07 
.18 -.03 -.04 
.19 .03 -.01 
.17 .00 -.12 
.08 .01 -.06 
.14 -.04 -.15 
.46** .43** .42* 
-.16 -.03 .01 
-.09 .14 .04 
-.02 .00 .03 
.07 .01 .14 
-.01 .02 .14 
.02 -.05 .09 
-.02 -.08 .06 
(table continues) 
Table 11 (continued) 
Variables 1 2 3 4 5 
Relationship Termination 
Adjustment 
21. We can save -.05 
our relationship 
22. Still have feelings .14 
for partner 
23. Still feel .07 
emotionally 
committed 
Means: 3.32 
(3.38) 
SD: 1.97 
(2.15) 
.07 -.01 -.01 -.01 
.17 .19 -.05 -.03 
.25* .01 .01 -.04 
4.09 
(3.41) 
6.90 
(6.74) 
2.66 
(2.70) 
2.32 
(2.30) 
2.46 
(2.23) 
2.57 
(2.46) 
.61 
(.53) 
.85 
(.83) 
6 7 8 9 10 11 
.07 -.23* 
-.00 -.25* 
-.01 -.25* 
2.63 8.00 
(2.70) (9.06) 
.70 2.23 
(.55) (2.20) 
-.11 -.09 
-.13 -.27** 
-.12 -.27** 
7.47 7.45 
(8.06) (7.80) 
2.27 2.13 
(2.28) (1.96) 
-.16 -.08 
-.23* -.20* 
-.17 -.14 
7.71 1.78 
(8.85) (1.76) 
2.37 1.01 
(2.40) (.94) 
(table continues) 
Table 11 (continued) 
Variables 12 13 14 15 16 
Life Events 
1. K5th. .10 .04 .00 -.01 -.06 
2. 6th8th. .14 .12 .14 .00 .01 
3. 9th 12th. .06 .16* .03 -.12 .07 
Childhood Attachment 
4. Warm voice -.09 -.06 .14 .30* .16" 
5. Understand -.05 -.00 .12 .18* .13 
worries 
6. Affectionate -.05 .08 .08 .21** .11 
Neuroticism 
7. Neuroticism 1 47** 34** -.15 -.27** -.11 
8. Neuroticism 2 .53** .46** -.11 -.23** -.07 
9. Neuroticism 3 .44** .36** .00 -.28** -.07 
10. Neuroticism 4 46** .50 -.05 -.11 -.13 
Perceived Stress 
11. Unexpected .51** .41** .02 -.13 -.05 
happening 
12. Unable to 1 .48** -.10 -.27** -.04 
control things 
17 18 19 20 21 22 23 
.12 
.23' 
-.06 
.10 .02 .03 .10 .01 .03 
.22** .08 .19* .12 .09 .05 
-.01 -.03 .01 -.06 -.09 -.10 
.20** 
.20* 
.21 ** 
.21** 
.22** 
.18* 
.14 .11 
.27** .25** 
.17" .17s1 
-.04 
-.03 
-.06 
-.04 
-.03 -.09 
-.01 
.00 
-.06 
.07 -.00 -.01 .05 -.10 -.07 -.16* 
.03 .01 .03 .11 -.07 -.06 -.05 
.01 -.04 -.00 .04 -.10 -.08 -.14 
.07 .01 .02 .09 -.04 -.03 -.09 
.05 -.09 -.05 -.02 -.11 -.12 -.09 
.07 .06 -.02 .03 -.06 -.12 -.07 
(table continues) 
Table 11 (continued) 
Variables 12 13 14 15 16 
Perceived Stress 
13. Difficulties .35** 1 -.08 -.09 -.02 
piling up 
Adult Attachment: Confidence 
14. Easy to get -.03 .12 1 .19* .35* 
to know 
15. People will be .13 -.09 .27** 1 .24** 
here for me 
16. Easy to get .02 .13 .48** .32** 1 
close to others 
Coping 
17. Emotional .01 .17 .42** .19 .48* 
support 
18. Comfort and .00 .01 .29** .19 .35* 
understanding 
19. Trying to get .07 .12 .21** .03 .21* 
advice and help 
20. Getting help -.03 .13 .33** .14 .28** 
17 18 19 20 21 22 23 
-.00 -.05 -.10 -.01 -.10 -.12 -.19* 
.13 .16* .21* .17* -.05 -.04 .01 
21** 27** .22** .24** -.00 -.05 -.02 
.17* .19* .25* .19* -.00 -.02 -.00 
1 .85** .62** .63** .12 .07 .17* 
.76** 1 .64** .65** .07 .08 .15 
.62** .63** 1 .87** .00 -.02 .00 
.66** .68** .76** 1 .07 .05 .06 
(table continues) 
Table 11 (continued) 
Variables 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 
Relationship Termination 
Adjustment 
21. We can save -.16 -.07 -.08 .04 -.13 .02 .05 .04 -.02 1 .76** .70** 
our relationship 
22. Still have feelings -.32** -.05 .03 .08 -.18 .03 .08 .08 .17 .62** 1 .69** 
for partner 
23. Still feel -.16 -.18 .03 -.03 .01 .10 .14 .17 .14 .56** .60** 1 
emotionally 
committed 
Means: 1.70 1.60 4.36 4.69 4.03 1.31 1.50 1.40 1.41 4.03 3.88 3.91 
(1.76) (1.88) (4.53) (4.91) (3.99) (2.00) (2.31) (1.98) (1.93) (4.18) (3.83) (3.80) 
SD: 1.10 1.13 1.08 .86 1.03 .86 .89 .90 .84 1.31 1.22 1.25 
(1.02) (1.06) (.83) (99) (1.06) (.89) (.75) (.89) (.89) (1.31) (1.40) (1.49) 
Note. Lower diagonal is for men, upper diagonal is for women. Means and standard deviations for women in parentheses. 
* p < .05. ** p < .01. 
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Table 12 
Fit Indices for Gender Models of Relationship Termination Adjustment 
Model t x2diff df RMSEA GFI AGFI CFI 
1. Full Equivalence 602.12 490 .03 - - .95 
Model for Gender 
(Factor loadings, 
structural pathways, 
and correlated error 
invariant across groups) 
2. Partially Equivalent 532.35 463 .02 - - .97 
Model for Gender 
(Factor items allowed to 
freely load across groups) 
Difference between 69.77* 
Model 1 and Model 2 
3. Partially Equivalent 562.93 462 .03 - - .96 
Model for Gender 
(Structural pathways 
freely estimated 
across both groups). 
Difference between 
Model 1 and Model 3 39.19* 
4. Partially Equivalent 576.63 487 .03 - - .96 
Model for Gender 
(Error terms allowed 
to freely correlate 
across both groups). 
(table continues) 
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Table 12 (continued) 
Model x2 X2diff df RMSEA GFI AGFI CFI 
Difference between 
Model 1 and Model 4 25.49* 
Note. RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; GFI = Goodness of Fit Index; 
AGFI = Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index; CFI = Comparative Fit Index. 
*p < .05 
structures were different between men and women, a multiple group analysis was conducted 
with the factor items to freely load on the model for men and the model for women. The 
factor structure comparison model had a good fit, x2 (df =463) = 532.35, p = .01, and was a 
significant improvement from the previous model, x2diff= 69.77, p < .05 (Table 12). 
Upon examination of the factor structures of both models, distinctive loadings on the 
various factors are evident for the model for men and the model for women (Table 13). For 
men, factor loadings ranged from .68 to 1.27 (3 Heywood cases in the measurement model), 
and for women, factor loadings ranged from .47 to 1.03 (1 Heywood case in the measurement 
model). Moreover, the model for women had a better fit index than the model for men, (GFI 
for women = .89; GFI for men = .80), suggesting that the model for women fits the data 
better than the model for men. Therefore, it appears as though the measurement models are 
different between men and women, and any conclusions regarding the differences in the 
structural models would need to be drawn with caution. 
Despite the conclusion that the measurement model for women fits the data better than 
the model for men, an examination of both respective structural models can provide insight 
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Table 13 
Factor Loadings for Gender Models of Relationship Termination Adjustment 
Variable and Measure Factor Loading SE T-value 
MF MF MF 
Childhood and Adolescence Life Events 
Kindergarten-5th Grade Events Score .68 .64 
1.00 1.00 
.73 .65 
6th-8th Grade Events Score 
9th -12th Grade Events Score 
Childhood Attachment 
PBI Item 1 (Spoke warmly to me) .82 .66 
PBI Item 5 (Understand my 1.00 1.00 
Problems) 
PBI Item 6 (Was affectionate to me) 1.00 .69 
Personality 
Neuroticism 
Cluster 1: (Items 1-3) .94 .86 
Cluster 2: (Items 4-6) 1.00 1.00 
Cluster 3: (Items 7-9) .86 .73 
Cluster 4: (Items 10-12) .87 .93 
Perceived Stress 
PSS Item 1 (Unexpected event) .90 .76 
PSS Item 2 (Unable to control) 1.00 1.00 
.21 .18 
.24 .20 
3.23 3.52 
3.03 3.28 
.09 .08 8.78 8.99 
.11 .08 9.40 8.99 
.10 .07 9.71 11.42 
.09 .07 9.30 10.43 
.11 .08 8.28 10.97 
.12 .09 7.42 8.08 
(table continues) 
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Table 13 (continued) 
Variable and Measure Factor Loading SE T-value 
MF MF MF 
Perceived Stress 
PSS Item 14 (Things piling up) .84 .81 .14 .11 5.80 7.44 
Adult Attachment: Confidence 
ASQ Item 2 (Easier to get to know) 1.27 .47 .27 .17 4.75 2.70 
ASQ Item 3 (People will be there) 1.00 1.00 
ASQ Item 19 (Easy to get close) 1.18 .78 .28 .21 4.21 3.71 
Coping 
Brief COPE Item 13 (Emotional 1.00 1.00 - -
support) 
Brief COPE Item 14 (Comfort and 1.06.84 .08 .05 12.80 17.10 
understanding) 
Brief COPE Item 15 (Trying to get .76 .75 .12 .11 6.44 6.93 
help and advice) 
Brief COPE Item 16 (Getting .76.77 .12 .11 6.60 7.10 
help and advice) 
Relationship Termination Adjustment 
FDAS Item 34 (Can save our .99 .94 .10 .08 10.04 12.10 
relationship) 
FDAS Item 36 (Still have feelings) 1.00 1.00 
FDAS Item 51 (Still committed) .85 1.03 .10 .09 8.33 11.85 
Note. M=Male, F=Female. 
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into the similar and distinctive pathways in these models. The freely estimated structural 
model had a good fit, x2 (df =462) = 562.93, p = .00, and was a significant improvement from 
the full equivalence model, x2diff= 39.19, p < .05 (Table 12). This significant difference from 
the full equivalence model implies that the respective structural pathways for both and 
women are different. The freely estimated structural pathway model and the respective 
significant pathways both men and women will be presented next. 
In the model for men (Figure 7), significant pathways existed from childhood attachment 
to adult attachment, P = .37, p < .001, Neuroticism to stress, P = .36, p < .001, adult 
attachment to coping, P = .64, p < .001, and Neuroticism to RTA, P = -. 16, p < .001. The 
squared multiple correlations for the latent variables in the model for men when computed 
individually were: Neuroticism (.00), stress (.55), adult attachment (.14), coping (.40), and 
RTA (.18). For the model for women (Figure 8), there were also significant pathways from 
childhood attachment to adult attachment, P = .45, p < .001, Neuroticism to stress, P = .32, p 
< .001, adult attachment to coping, P = .95, p < .001, and Neuroticism to RTA, P = -.14, p < 
.001. However, a key distinction between the structural models was in the amount of 
significant pathways between the distal and proximal variables. In the model for women, 
two additional significant pathways (from childhood life events to both Neuroticism, P = .34, 
p < .001 and coping, p = .13,/? < .001) were noted as compared to the single significant 
pathway from childhood attachment to adult attachment in the model for men. The squared 
multiple correlations for the latent variables in the model for women when run individually 
were: Neuroticism (.07), stress (.63), adult attachment (.28), coping (.49), and RTA (.12). 
The squared multiple correlations for the multiple group, or stacked model, were as follows: 
Neuroticism (.08), stress (.60), adult attachment (.29), coping (.46), and RTA (.18). 
Distal 
Influences 
Proximal 
Influences 
Developmental 
Outcome 
-.08 .13 
Childhood and 
Adolescent Life 
Events 
Neuroticism 
-.16* 
.01 -.03 
.31 -.12 Coping Stress RTA 
.06 
.64* 
-.44 
Confidence Childhood 
Attachment 
Figure 7. Structural Model of Relationship Termination Adjustment for Men, -f - 307.36 df 
* p < .05. Note. Confidence is a variable measuring secure adult attachment. 
= 239 GFI = .78 
Distal 
Influences 
Proximal 
Influences 
Developmental 
Outcome 
.34* .13* 
Childhood and 
Adolescent Life 
Events 
Neuroticism 
-.14* 
.00 .07 
.32* 
.64* -.13 Coping Stress RTA 
.03 
.95* 
-.46* 
.45* Confidence Childhood 
Attachment 
Figure 8. Structural Model of Relationship Termination Adjustment for Women, x2 = 287.56 df = 239 GFI = .88 
* p < .05. Note. Confidence is a variable measuring secure adult attachment. 
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Thus, not only does the model for women appear to fit the data better than the model for 
men, but this model also seems to be more meaningful (in terms of having more significant 
pathways overall as compared to the model for men) when explaining the proximal and distal 
influences on relationship termination adjustment. 
A final comparison between the gender models was computed regarding the error terms. 
A multiple group analysis was conducted allowing the error terms to freely load on the model 
for men and the model for women. The error terms comparison model had a good fit, %2 (df 
=487) = 576.63, p < .01, and was a significant improvement from the initial multiple group 
comparison model, x2diff = 25.49, p < .05 (Table 12). In both models, there were significant 
error values in all the Neuroticism variable sets, all the perceived stress item indicators, all 
the adult attachment item indicators, two of the three coping item indicators (COPE 15 and 
COPE 16), and all three of the RTA item indicators. Therefore, in addition to the significant 
improvement in the fit of this model to the data in comparison to the initial multiple group 
comparison model, the two groups not only differed in terms of their factor structures and 
respective significant pathways, but also in terms of their error variances and covariances. 
A follow-up discriminant analysis was conducted to further test the measurement 
equivalence of the covariance matrices for men and women. The Box's M was 
nonsignificant, M = 348.58, p = .07, suggesting equal population covariance matrices 
between men and women. 
In conclusion, multiple group comparisons between a model for men and a model for 
women yielded models with distinctive factor structures. The model for women fit the data 
better than the model for men. Yet due to the different factor structures between the models, 
any conclusions regarding the structural components would be tentative at best. To make a 
114 
case for gender acting as a moderator in relationship termination adjustment, measurement 
equivalence is essential. Schaie and Hofer (2001) stated that in order for a meaningful 
comparison to be possible (in this case determining if gender acts as a moderator in dealing 
with a breakup), the factor structure needs to be invariant between groups (in this instance 
between men and women). Such is not the case in the gender multiple group comparison. In 
light of the evidence presented, gender acting as a moderator in relationship termination 
adjustment could not be evaluated due to the differences in measurement models. 
Regarding age, a correlation matrix was computed using correlations, means, and 
standard deviations of RTA variables on age data (Table 14). Moreover, the multiple group 
comparison model yielded a good fit to the data, %2 (df =490) = 542.65, p = .05, RMSEA = 
.03, CFI = .98, and due to the model's good overall fit no additional analyses were 
conducted. Therefore, in light of the evidence presented, age does not act as a moderator in 
relationship termination adjustment. 
Table 14 
Correlation Matrix for Age Multiple Group Comparison Model 
Variables 1 2 3 4 5 
Life Events 
1. K5th. 1 .27** .35** -.05 -.06 
2. 6th8th. .36** 1 .24** -.06 -.11 
3. 9th 12th. .13 .31* 1 -.04 -.10 
Childhood Attachment 
4. Warm voice -.05 .12 -.12 1 .53* 
5. Understand -.11 .03 -.11 .59** 1 
worries 
6. Affectionate -.15 .03 -.00 .68** .55* 
Neuroticism 
7. Neuroticism 1 .00 .05 .09 .04 .05 
8. Neuroticism 2 .02 -.00 .05 .01 -.00 
9. Neuroticism 3 -.08 .08 .19* -.07 -.04 
10. Neuroticism 4 .02 .00 .11 .01 -.06 
Perceived Stress 
11. Unexpected -.05 -.04 -.04 .08 .01 
happening 
12. Unable to .05 .01 .05 -.03 -.02 
control things 
6 7 8 9 10 11 
.03 .12 .04 -.00 .19* .13 
.13 .01 .14 .09 -.01 -.03 
.00 .03 .03 -.09 .00 .22* 
.61** -.09 -.24* -.12 -.02 .02 
.66** -.09 -.15 -.13 .01 -.11 
1 -.06 -.15 -.07 .10 .05 
-.01 1 .70** .58** .59** .49*' 
.00 .66** 1 .64** .59** .39* 
-.04 .52** .64** 1 .53** .41* 
.01 .59** .68** .56** 1 .44* 
.13 .35** .43** .36** 31** 1 
-.00 .48** .51** .43** .43** .63*' 
(table continues) 
Table 14 (continued) 
Variables 1 2 3 4 5 
Perceived Stress 
13. Difficulties .10 -.00 .09 -.07 -.07 
piling up 
Adult Attachment: Confidence 
14. Easy to get -.03 .09 .08 .17* .09 
to know 
15. People will .05 .00 -.09 .23** .18* 
be here for me 
16. Easy to get -.05 .08 .03 .15 .14 
close to others 
Coping 
17. Emotional .07 .06 -.09 .19* .20* 
support 
18. Comfort and .08 .13 -.04 .21* .23* 
understanding 
19. Trying to get -.00 -.05 -.04 .11 .16 
advice and help 
20. Getting help .06 .12 -.00 .14 .18* 
6 7 8 9 10 11 
-.00 .45** .57** 
.08 -.12 -.06 
.17* -.21 -.10 
.13 -.08 .00 
.13 .22** .20* 
.11 .12 .06 
.08 .09 .07 
.07 .10 .11 
.43** .57** .44* 
-.09 -.09 .04 
-.24** -.01 -.03 
-.05 -.10 .00 
.02 .13 .10 
-.00 .05 .04 
.04 .03 .03 
.07 .05 -.00 
(table continues) 
Table 14 (continued) 
Variables 1 2 3 4 5 
Relationship Termination 
Adjustment 
21. We can save .08 .14 -.03 -.10 -.05 
our relationship 
22. Still have feelings .05 .17* .02 -.15 -.05 
for partner 
23. Still feel .03 .15 -.05 -.03 .04 
emotionally 
committed 
Means: 3.57 173 7.01 2.69 2.32 
(3.09) (3.58) (6.53) (2.68) (2.29) 
SD: 2.20 2.28 2.39 .54 .84 
(1.89) (2.40) (2 61) (58) (.84) 
6 7 8 9 10 11 
-.10 -.13 
-.10 -.10 
-.03 -.17* 
2.71 8.91 
(2.62) (8.38) 
.60 2.32 
(.62) (2.18) 
-.09 -.13 
-.07 -.07 
-.08 -.17* 
7.87 7.82 
(7.81) (7.49) 
2.33 1.96 
(2.25) (2.10) 
-.12 -.09 
-.07 -.17* 
-.12 -.12 
8.59 1.99 
(8.23) (1.84) 
2.51 1.03 
(2.36) (.89) 
(table continues) 
Table 14 (continued) 
Variables 12 13 14 15 16 
Life Events 
1. K5th. .07 -.01 .15 -.13 -.12 
2. 6th8th. .12 -.01 .08 -.08 -.12 
3. 9th 12th. .10 .15 .06 -.08 -.02 
Childhood Attachment 
4. Warm voice -.12 -.08 .14 .26* .25* 
5. Understand -.06 .03 .12 .28* .18 
worries 
6. Affectionate -.12 .06 .11 3Q** .13 
Neuroticism 
7. Neuroticism 1 .49** .34** -.09 -.17 -.11 
8. Neuroticism 2 .48** .35** -.15 -.24* -.15 
9. Neuroticism 3 .49** .38** -.03 -.18* -.07 
10. Neuroticism 4 .45** .35** .05 -.01 -.08 
Perceived Stress 
11. Unexpected .51** .40** .00 -.11 -.07 
happening 
12. Unable to 1 .33** .02 -.09 -.00 
control things 
17 18 19 20 21 22 23 
.05 .03 .01 .03 .02 .09 .08 
.14 .14 .04 .06 .02 .07 .10 
.05 .14 .04 .14 -.05 -.00 -.06 
.18* .23* .10 .12 .06 .05 .03 
.19* .19* .20* .26** .01 -.01 -.09 
.26** .26** .20* .26** .15 .01 -.05 
-.00 -.01 -.02 .00 -.12 -.15 -.21* 
-.10 -.07 -.02 -.03 -.06 -.10 -.06 
.06 -.02 -.01 -.04 -.03 -.23* -.20* 
.09 .12 .08 .12 .00 -.12 -.11 
.03 .01 .00 .06 -.09 -.09 -.09 
.00 .01 .01 .03 -.04 -.18 -.06 
(table continues) 
Table 14 (continued) 
Variables 12 13 14 15 16 
Perceived Stress 
13. Difficulties .49** 1 .05 .01 .03 
piling up 
Adult Attachment: Confidence 
14. Easy to get -.14 -.01 1 .27** .42** 
to know 
15. People will be -.16* -.04 .17* 1 .32** 
here for me 
16. Easy to get -.02 .02 .38** .18* 1 
close to others 
Coping 
17. Emotional .10 .08 .18* .24** .12 
support 
18. Comfort and .06 -.00 .25** .22** .13 
understanding 
19. Trying to get .02 -.01 .23** .16 .15 
advice and help 
20. Getting help -.00 .01 .27** .23** .16* 
17 18 19 20 21 22 23 
.10 .03 .05 .14 -.04 -.13 -.18* 
.35** .21* .22* .22* -.18 -.11 -.18 
.31** .27** .17 .19* -.03 .04 -.08 
.36** .31** .27** .24* -.14 -.13 -.07 
1 .81** .65** .63** .16 .07 .11 
.84** 1 .67** .65** .17 .08 .12 
.65** .65** 1 .87** .05 -.01 .03 
.72** .72** .84** 1 .05 .06 -.01 
(table continues) 
Table 14 (continued) 
Variables 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 
Relationship Termination 
Adjustment 
21. We can save -.14 -.11 .03 .01 .03 .07 .01 .02 .07 1 65** 57** 
our relationship 
22. Still have feelings -.19* -.07 .05 -.03 -.01 .07 .08 .04 .13 .76** 1 .59** 
for partner 
23. Still feel -.13 -.19* .16* .02 .07 .16 .14 .06 .16 .70** .71** 1 
emotionally 
committed 
Means: 1.76 1.81 4.49 4.93 4.10 1.92 2.04 1.90 1.89 4.07 174 176 
(1.71) (1.75) (4.44) (4.70) (3.88) (1.53) (1.73) (1.60) (1.55) (4.19) (3.99) (3.92) 
SD: 1.10 1.14 .93 .90 1.02 .88 .84 .92 .91 1.33 1.41 1.47 
099) (1.03) (.94) 094) (1.06) 097) 086) 093) (.87) (1.28) (1.24) (1.34) 
TVofe. Lower diagonal is for younger students, upper diagonal is for older students. Means and standard deviations for older 
students are in parentheses. 
* p < .05. ** p < .01. 
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V. DISCUSSION 
The purpose of the present study was twofold. First, the study investigated both gender 
and age differences in relationship termination adjustment. Second, the researcher 
investigated the role that distal influences (i.e., childhood events and childhood attachment) 
and proximal influences (i.e., attachment in adulthood, personality, perceived stress, coping) 
play in one's adjustment to an ended romantic relationship. In addition, the role of these four 
variables (e.g., adult attachment, personality, current perceived stress, coping) acting as 
mediators between distal events and developmental outcome were also examined. The 
present study utilized the developmental adaptation model (Martin & Martin, 2002) to 
explain the role of these distal (childhood events and childhood attachment) and proximal 
(current life stressors, coping, adult attachment, and personality) events on the designated 
developmental outcome (adjustment to an ended romantic relationship). 
Gender Differences 
The first hypothesis stated that gender differences would exist regarding one's 
personality and ability to cope. Specifically, women would display higher levels of 
Neuroticism than men, but regarding coping, women would seek more emotional and 
instrumental support than men. Finally, regarding the developmental outcome, RTA, it was 
predicted that men would report significantly lower adjustment scores than women. 
Regarding the personality variable, women did display significantly higher levels of 
Neuroticism than did men, which supported part of the first hypothesis and is supported by 
previous research (Costa & McCrae, 1992). Interestingly enough, when investigating mean 
differences in the remaining four domains of the NEO-FFI (Extraversion, Openness, 
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Agreeableness, and Conscientiousness), significant gender differences existed on all the 
remaining four scales except for Conscientiousness. Women displayed higher levels of 
Extraversion and Agreeableness than men, whereas men displayed higher levels of Openness 
to experience than did women. The finding that women reported higher Agreeableness scores 
than men (like for the Neuroticism scale), is supported by previous research (Costa & 
McCrae, 1992). 
As previously indicated, Costa and McCrae (1992) reported gender differences on these 
two domains that were small in magnitude, yet in the present study the effect sizes for 
Neuroticism, Extraversion, and Agreeableness were all in the moderate range (0.36 < d < 
.65) (Hyde, 2005). For the Openness variable, the effect size was in the large range (0.66 < d 
< 1.00). 
Moreover, additional research supports the differences found in effect sizes between the 
present study and other studies. According to a meta-analysis by Feingold (1994), the effects 
sizes for the facets of the Neuroticism domain (Anxiety and Impulsiveness) were lower than 
the effect size found in the present study, d = -.32 and -.01 respectively. Moreover, for the 
Extraversion domain, lower effect sizes were found in all the facets of this domain 
(Gregariousness, Assertiveness, and Activity), d = -.07, .51, and .08, respectively. Regarding 
the Openness domain, a lower effect size for this variable (as compared to the present study) 
(d = .19) was found as well. The exception was with the Agreeableness variable. In 
Feingold's (1994) study, the effect size for the Tendermindedness facet of this domain (d = -
.91) was much larger than the effect size found in the present study (d = -.64). 
In the current investigation, what is interesting to note are the gender differences on the 
Extraversion and Openness scales of the NEO-FF1. Even though no specific gender 
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differences on these two scales have been documented by the creators of the NEO-FFI (Costa 
& McCrae, 1992), these differences between men and women could be due, in part, to the 
nature of the sample itself. Regarding the Extraversion domain, perhaps the more 
extraverted students in the classes took part in this study. Evidence does exist for women to 
have higher scores than men on the Gregariousness facet of the Extraversion variable 
(Feingold, 1994). As for the Openness domain, perhaps the men in the present sample had 
higher scores than women due to their selected fields of study. Selected majors like 
engineering (which is a common major for many students at one of the state universities used 
in the present study) may attract those displaying greater intellectual curiosity than those not 
majoring in engineering. Regarding engineering, the majority of students who major in this 
field are male. 
On the coping measure, the Brief COPE, the results supported the hypotheses. Women 
utilized (on average) more instrumental support than did men in the current study, and also 
had higher scores than men on active coping and planning, although their scores did not 
differ significantly from men. Carver et al. (1989) found that women utilized more 
instrumental and emotional support than men, whereas men used more alcohol or other drugs 
as a way to cope than did women. Therefore, there is some support for the gender difference 
finding in the literature (regarding instrumental support). Finally, an effect size was 
calculated for the gender difference in instrumental coping. The effect size was in the large 
range, d = -.68, which is greater in magnitude than previously calculated effect sizes on 
coping (Problem-focused, d = -.13; Rumination, d =-.19, Tamres et al., 2002). 
What is striking regarding the findings on personality as well as coping from the present 
study is that the magnitude in the gender differences challenge Hyde's (2005) gender 
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similarities hypothesis. As previously indicated, the effect sizes for Neuroticism, 
Extraversion, and Agreeableness were all in the moderate range and for the Openness 
variable the effect size was in the large range. For coping, the effect size for instrumental 
coping was in the large range. Rather than men and women being more alike than different 
regarding personality and coping, results from the current study give support to the idea that 
there may be some distinct and sizable differences between men and women in terms of their 
personality and coping behaviors. 
In addition, the predictions regarding the developmental outcome, RTA, stating that men 
would report significantly lower adjustment scores than women was not supported by the 
results. Both men and women had comparable scores on all three of the PDAS subscales 
(Grief, Disentanglement, and Self-Worth). In essence, men and women did not differ 
significantly on the adjustment dimensions measured by the ED AS. This finding is 
supported by previous research using the ED AS (Hensley, 1996). In that study, no 
significant gender differences were found on any of the ED AS subscales used. 
Another explanation for the lack of gender differences by the participants in RTA (and 
for their high adjustment scores as well) could be due to the sense of optimism and 
possibility reported by this age group (emerging adults) (Arnett, 2006). Both men and 
women might have concluded that even if their respective relationship did not work out, 
there are (or will be) even better romantic relationships in the future. 
Finally, a finding not associated with any of the previous hypotheses involved childhood 
and adolescent life events. Men experienced significantly more life events during the period 
from sixth to eighth grade than women. During this period more men than women witnessed 
the marital separation of parents, became involved with drugs or alcohol, and were suspend-
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ded from school. Regarding marital separation, little if any research exists on whether more 
men than women (or vice versa) witness this event in childhood and adolescence. It is 
known that marital separation and divorce can have long-lasting effects on children 
regardless of the child's gender (Amato, 2000), but it is unknown whether the child's gender 
plays a role in this decision. However, empirical support does exist for the greater likelihood 
of boys than girls to have the opportunity to use drugs or alcohol. Van Etten, Neumark, and 
Anthony (1999) concluded that boys were more likely than girls to have an initial 
opportunity to use drugs. However, once that opportunity occurred, few gender differences 
were observed regarding the probability to making a transition into drug use. In addition, in 
a demographic analysis of a large school district, Mendez and Knoff (2003) found that many 
more male than female students experienced at least one school suspension. 
Age Differences 
The second hypothesis concerned age differences regarding the experience of RTA. 
Specifically, it was predicted that younger students would experience higher levels of 
perceived stress than older students, and this higher level of perceived stress was associated 
with poorer relationship termination adjustment. These predictions were not supported by the 
results. There were no age differences in perceived stress scores nor were there any age 
differences in RTA. Cohen (1983) found that age was not related to the PS S in all three of 
his college samples used. He concluded that because the age distribution in the college 
student samples were severely skewed, a correlation between the PSS and age was unlikely. 
This explanation is well suited for the current finding in the present study, because the age 
distribution in the current sample is also severely skewed. There were also age difference 
predictions regarding one's ability to cope and how coping influences how one deals with an 
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ended relationship. It was hypothesized that younger students utilized less active coping, 
planning, and instrumental support than older students and those not utilizing these types of 
coping reported poorer relationship termination adjustment than those utilizing these types of 
coping. These predictions were not supported by the results either. There were no age 
differences in methods of coping on the three subscales of the Brief COPE, nor were there 
any differences on the three ED AS subscales. In research on coping utilizing college samples 
(Carver et al., 1989), age was not mentioned as a factor in the study. The decision to not 
address the role that age played in that study could have been due to the skewed distribution 
of the sample, per Cohen's (1983) concern. As for the finding with the PDAS, Fisher (1976) 
had a more diverse sample (with individuals in their 40's and 50's) than the current sample, 
but age was not a factor in the analyses. 
Regarding age differences, there was a significant interaction of both gender and age 
regarding childhood and adolescence life events during the period from kindergarten to 5th 
grade, and this finding was not hypothesized in the present study. Younger female students 
experienced significantly more life events than younger male students. Follow-up analyses 
indicated that during this period more younger women than younger men experienced a 
change in father's occupation requiring increased absence from home and had a brother or 
sister leave home. Perhaps the younger students (and not so much the older students) came 
from families that during this period were in transition, with the father starting a new job that 
kept him away from the children, and siblings going off to college well. Why more female 
than male students experienced these events is not clear and needs to be addressed in future 
research. 
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The Role of Commitment to the Former Relationship in RTA 
One variable, how committed the participants were to their former relationship, played a 
key role as a covariate in several of the analyses in the present study. Those participants who 
were very committed to their former romantic relationship had higher Neuroticism scores 
than those who were somewhat or minimally committed to their former dating relationship. 
Even though previous research with Neuroticism has not directly addressed its link with the 
commitment of an individual with their former ended romantic relationship (Chung et al., 
2002; Costa & McCrae, 1992; Tashiro & Frazier, 2003), it does make sense that if 
individuals had a great deal of emotional and psychological investment in their former 
relationship, then they would have higher levels of Neuroticism than those that did not 
display this level of commitment once this relationship ended. Previous research suggests 
that those displaying greater levels of commitment to be more distressed when a romantic 
relationship ends than those who show lower levels of commitment (Fine & Sacher, 1997; 
Frazier & Cook, 1993; Simpson, 1987). Even though Neuroticism was not a variable used in 
these studies, one could argue that similarities exist between emotional distress and 
emotional instability (or Neuroticism) (Costa & McCrae, 1992). However, one could also 
argue that displaying high levels of neurotic (or emotionally unstable) behavior could make 
individuals excessively committed to a current or former relationship, appearing as though 
they are preoccupied with that relationship (Feeney et al., 1994). Thus, there actually may be 
a reciprocal relationship existing between these two variables. 
Regarding perceived stress, those students who were very committed to their former 
romantic relationship had higher levels of perceived stress in their current lives than those 
who were somewhat or minimally committed to their former dating relationship. Like the 
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previous finding, this finding does indeed make intuitive sense, but also has empirical 
support. The loss or separation of a close relationship has been noted as a stressful event 
(Coddington, 1972; Holmes & Rahe, 1967), and individuals dealing with relationship 
dissolution have shown post-traumatic stress symptoms (Chung et al., 2002; 2003). 
However, it is important to keep in mind that the measure of perceived stress used in this 
study asked for the participant's level of perceived stress in general during the last month and 
not for the level of perceived stress caused by the ended relationship in and of itself. 
Nonetheless, for some of the participants, it is safe to conclude that due to the timeliness of 
their breakup that a large portion of their general level of perceived stress could be due to this 
loss in their lives. 
In addition, this covariate was significantly related to all three RTA subscale scores 
(grief, disentanglement, and self-worth). Those participants who were very committed to 
their former romantic relationship had greater difficulty dealing with grief and disentangling 
themselves from their former relationship as well reporting lower levels of self-worth than 
those who were somewhat or minimally committed to their former dating relationship. 
Thus, a college student's commitment to the former relationship played a key role in 
how one adjusts to an ended relationship. This covariate not only directly affected the 
developmental outcome (RTA), but also influenced the level of both Neuroticism and 
perceived stress. 
Structural Equation Modeling 
In the present study, structural equation modeling was utilized to evaluate the 
hypothesized model. The analyses focused on the construction of a measurement model and 
an overall model of relationship termination adjustment, a multiple group comparison to 
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determine if gender acts as a moderator of relationship termination adjustment, and a second 
multiple group comparison to determine if age acts as a moderator in adjusting to an ended 
relationship. 
Measurement model. When constructing the measurement model for this study, many 
corrective steps were needed in order for the model to converge. The initial model did not 
converge due to negative variance in the overprotection scale of the FBI. By removing this 
scale as an indicator of childhood attachment and replacing it with three item indicators from 
the remaining scale (care scale), the negative variance was eliminated but the model was still 
not able to converge. The remaining steps taken to get the model to converge (as well to fit 
the data better) involved going from subscale scores to item indicators with the confidence, 
stress, coping, and RTA variables. By switching to item indicators, the indicators for 
childhood attachment and confidence (adult attachment) were conceptually similar, the low 
factor loadings for both the coping and RTA variables were eliminated, and a problematic 
squared multiple correlation over 1.00 in the stress variable was rectified. With these 
changes, a measurement model that fit the data well was established. 
Structural model. After changes were made to the measurement model and the 
pathways from personality to stress and from childhood and adolescent life events to coping 
were added to the structural model, several structural models using the five NEO-FFI 
dimensions (Neuroticism, Extraversion, Openness, Agreeableness, Conscientiousness) were 
compared. All the overall models did fit the data, and even though the Openness model fit 
the data better than the Neuroticism model, the Neuroticism model had more significant 
structural pathways (seven as compared to three) than the Openness model. Moreover, even 
though all the models that were compared had the pathway from childhood life events to 
coping, none of the other models had as many overall significant pathways and significant 
pathways to the developmental outcome as the Neuroticism model. 
Some of the pathways within this model merit further discussion. Regarding the 
exogenous variables in the model (childhood life events and childhood attachment), a 
significant link was found between childhood and confidence, which supports the hypothesis. 
The more securely attached participants were in childhood, the more securely attached 
(confident) they were as adults. Previous research has stated that secure attachment in 
childhood is linked to secure attachment in close relationships (like dating relationships) in 
adults (Hazan & Shaver, 1987; Mo Her et al., 2002). In contrast, insecure attachment in 
childhood is associated with close relationships in adulthood characterized by either 
avoidance or ambivalence (Bowlby, 1969/1982, 1973, 1980; Hazan & Shaver, 1987; Moller 
et al., 2002). However, Moller et al. (2002) concluded that college students reporting 
insecure childhood attachment but current adult attachment security (earned secure) were 
similar in measures of both distress and coping resources as those students who indicated 
secure attachment in childhood and adulthood. 
Moreover, as predicted, childhood life events did directly affect one's ability to cope. 
College students experiencing a larger amount of childhood and adolescent events (and 
stressors) utilized more emotional and instrumental coping than those students who reported 
fewer childhood and adolescent life events. This finding does make sense. After all, one 
would expect that those students who have experienced a large amount of childhood and 
adolescent life events (which necessitate change in their lives) would utilize more emotional 
and instrumental support from friends and family than those who did not experience as many 
life events before entering college. This finding also has support in previous research, 
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although not in the context of RTA. As previously indicated, both Liu and Jin (2001) and 
Hua (2004) concluded that higher incidences of negative life events and negative coping 
styles were key influences in the mental health of college undergraduates. One must note 
that the only commonality between these studies and the current study is a link between life 
events and coping. The previously mentioned studies found students utilizing negative 
coping styles to deal with their current challenges, yet participants in the current study 
utilized more positive coping behaviors (seeking emotional and instrumental support) when 
coming from an event-filled childhood than those who experienced a fairly low-key 
childhood. 
What is so intriguing about this finding is that it also lends support to the theoretical 
model (the developmental adaptation model, Martin & Martin, 2002) utilized in the present 
study. Distal events (in this case childhood and adolescent life events) do play a key role in 
how college students cope with current perceived stress in their lives, whether this stress is 
related to dealing with an ended relationship or not. 
As for the endogenous variables, several noteworthy pathways existed. It was predicted 
that individuals displaying higher levels of Neuroticism would report lower adjustment 
scores than those displaying emotional stability. Moreover, it was also predicted that one's 
adult attachment (confidence) would predict one's adjustment to an ended relationship. Both 
of these predictions were supported by the results. The higher the displayed level of 
Neuroticism, the lower the reported adjustment to the ended relationship. The more 
confident individuals were, the lower the adjustment scores. Support does exist in the 
literature for the connection between Neuroticism and RTA (Chung et al., 2002; Tashiro & 
Frazier, 2003). Individuals demonstrating emotional instability (or Neuroticism) would 
132 
struggle with disentangling themselves from their former dating relationship, whereas those 
students displaying emotional stability would have a less difficult time separating themselves 
from the relationship. 
In addition to the empirical support that exists for the link between Neuroticism and RTA, 
research also supports the relationship between adult attachment (confidence) and RTA 
(Clipper, 1997; Feeney & Noller, 1992; Kirkpatrick & Hazan, 1994; Moller et al., 2002, 
2003). Interestingly enough, in the present study, those students displaying confidence 
reported lower adjustment scores than those not displaying secure attachment. In other 
words, the more confident the students were regarding themselves and their relationships 
with others, the less disentangled they were from the former relationship. 
This finding at first would seem rather peculiar, considering the evidence that exists for 
how confident individuals report better adjustment to an ended relationship than those that 
are classified as insecurely attached (Clipper, 1997; Feeney & Noller, 1992; Moller et al., 
2002; Simpson, 1990). However, RTA was measured in the present study as the degree to 
which one was disentangled from his/her former relationship, and was not a global measure 
of RTA. 
This finding merits a closer look at what it means to be securely attached as one is 
adjusting to an ended relationship. Even though college students displaying confidence 
reported lower levels of disentanglement from their former relationship than those displaying 
low levels of secure attachment, this finding does not mean that those reporting higher levels 
of confidence are adjusting poorly to the ended relationship. Confident (or securely attached) 
individuals, when dealing with an ended relationship, have been shown to openly 
acknowledge their distress and seek out comfort and support from others (Davis et al., 2003; 
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Kobak & Sceery, 1988) and recall a more positive emotional experience tied to the former 
relationship than insecurely attached individuals (Pistole, 1995). In contrast, avoidant 
individuals display more relief (Feeney & Noller, 1992) upon relationship dissolution than 
securely and anxious/ambivalent types. However, this behavior has been linked to the 
repression of anxiety over the loss than to genuine emotional stability and relief following 
this event (Kobak & Sceery, 1988). 
Even though confident college students reported lower levels of disentanglement from 
their former relationship than insecurely attached students, this does not mean that these 
individuals will continue to remain entangled in their former relationship. Confident college 
students may be "working through" their ended relationship issues (despite the greater 
entanglement) whereas insecurely attached (avoidant) students might not be even 
acknowledging any issues pertaining to the ended relationship and be content to move on 
from the former relationship without addressing any particular issue. 
This interpretation, however, needs to be interpreted with caution. The finding itself does 
contrast with previous research, which has concluded that securely attached individuals 
adjust better to an ended relationship than those that are insecurely attached (Clipper, 1997; 
Feeney & Noller, 1992; Moller et al., 2002; Simpson, 1990). One would expect that more 
securely attached individuals are more disentangled from the former relationship. This 
finding is puzzling and difficult to explain. 
An additional explanation is possible here. Perhaps confident (securely attached) 
individuals have a difficult time letting go from a former relationship, but not in the same 
anxious, preoccupied manner that insecurely attached individuals display when a relationship 
ends (Feeney & Noller, 1992; Simpson, 1990). In contrast to insecurely attached individuals, 
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those who are confident may want to save the relationship, even if they are no longer dating 
their former partner. These individuals are confident that the ended romantic relationship is 
not the "end of the world," yet they still want to remain emotionally connected as friends and 
still do things together. In the world of emerging adult college students, optimism reigns 
(Arnett, 2006). This sense of optimism can extend into the world of relationships, where 
despite dealing with the end of a dating relationship, students believe they can find a way to 
save their relationship. Thus, the decisions that students make regarding interactions with 
their former boyfriends or girlfriends is crucial in terms of their overall adjustment to this life 
transition. 
Moreover, in the hypothesized model, it was also predicted that the level of perceived 
stress and relationship termination adjustment would be mediated by one's ability to cope, 
and the level of perceived stress will directly influence one's relationship termination 
adjustment. In this model, stress did not directly affect how one adjusted to an ended 
relationship, and coping did not act as mediator. However, coping did directly affect how 
one adjusted to an ended relationship. In essence, the more emotional and instrumental 
support that one utilizes, the more disentangled one is from the former relationship. There is 
empirical support for the direct link between coping and RTA (Chung, 2003; Davis et al., 
2003; Johnson, 2001; McCarthy et al., 1997; Sbarra & Emery, 2005). Coping does not act as 
a mediator between stress and RTA, in part, due to the nonsignificant pathway between stress 
and coping, which negates one (in this instance, that there be a significant pathway from 
stress to coping) but not the other (that there be a significant pathway from coping to RTA) 
condition for mediation (Baron & Kenny, 1986). 
This finding regarding coping contrasts with stress and coping research (Taylor and 
Aspinwall, 1996). These researchers argued that the key mediator between psychosocial 
stress and a developmental outcome (in this case relationship termination adjustment) is 
coping. In the present study, coping directly affected RTA, but did not act as a mediator 
between stress and RTA. 
However, even though coping did not act as a mediator between these two variables, it 
did act as a mediator between confidence and RTA. With the pathway between childhood 
attachment and confidence also significant, there is evidence in the model (as previously 
indicated) for a distal developmental mechanism on RTA. The more securely attached 
college students were in childhood, the more confident (securely attached) they were in 
college. The more confident these college students were, the more emotional and 
instrumental support they utilized. Finally, the more coping strategies these students used, 
the more disentangled they were from the former relationship. This finding does lend 
empirical support to the developmental adaptation model (Martin & Martin, 2002) by 
illustrating the interplay of distal (childhood attachment) and proximal (confidence and 
coping) influences on a developmental outcome (relationship termination adjustment). 
Next, it was hypothesized that both childhood events and childhood attachment would 
indirectly affect RTA. Regarding indirect effects, the prediction that both childhood events 
and childhood attachment would predict RTA was not supported by the results, because both 
pathways were nonsignificant. For childhood events, this finding, perhaps, most likely could 
be attributed to the number of participants (23.4%) who experienced the separation or 
divorce of their parents growing up, a life event that could impact their ability to deal with a 
loss like an ended relationship. 
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However, as previously indicated, there was a significant indirect effect from childhood 
attachment to coping. Interestingly enough, even though there was not an indirect effect of 
childhood attachment on RTA, the pathways from childhood attachment to confidence, and 
confidence to RTA were significant. Once again, there is a distal-proximal link regarding 
attachment in the hypothesized model. The more securely attached college students were in 
childhood, the more confident they were in college, and the more confident these college 
students were, the less disentangled they were from the former relationship. This distal-
proximal attachment link to RTA is supported by previous research on childhood attachment 
and RTA (Moller et al., 2002), even though disentanglement from the former relationship 
was not a variable measured in the study. Still, this pathway is further support for the 
developmental adaptation model (Martin & Martin, 2002). Moreover, the pathway illustrates 
how college students' close relationships in childhood influence their close relationships in 
adulthood and how those close adult relationships impact how they adjust to an ended 
romantic relationship. 
Regarding the strength of the linear relationships between the endogenous variables and 
the developmental outcome, the squared multiple correlation for RTA was rather low, 
indicating that a small amount of variance in how one adjusts to an ended relationship was 
explained by the variables used in the structural model. One explanation for this finding is 
that some other variable not currently included in the model (such as commitment to the 
former relationship) could explain more of the variance in RTA than the variables that are a 
part of this model. As previously indicated, commitment to the former romantic relationship 
does indeed affect how one adjusts to a breakup (Fine & Sacher, 1997; Frazier & Cook, 
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1993; Simpson, 1987), so including this control variable in a different structural model might 
explain more of the variance in RTA. 
Finally, multiple group comparisons were estimated to examine the role that both gender 
and age play as moderator variables in RTA. Because no previous research had been done 
on this topic, these analyses were explorative in nature. Results from both comparisons 
suggested that the moderating effect of gender on relationship termination adjustment cannot 
be determined, and age did not act as a moderator because the age comparison model fit was 
good. 
Regarding gender, the crucial issue in this comparison was that the model for women fit 
the data better than the model for men, and not that gender played any moderating role in 
RTA. Due to the different factor structures between the two models, conclusions regarding 
the structural pathways (and whether or not gender acts as a moderator) would be speculative 
at best. Even though a follow-up discriminant analysis suggested that covariance matrices 
for men and women were not statistically significantly different from each other, the p-value 
in this analysis was still rather small (.07), and therefore does not provide strong evidence for 
similar covariance matrices. Thus, even though differences in structural pathways existed 
between the models for men and the models for women, these differences were probably due 
to the different factor structures of the models rather than actual structural pathway 
distinctions. 
As for age, perhaps it does not act as moderator because the focus of the study was on a 
very age-specific group: college students. Because this age group can be considered more 
homogeneous than heterogeneous, the similarities between younger students and older 
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students may be minimizing the effect that age would have on RTA if the age groups would 
have been more heterogeneous. 
Implications of the Present Study 
There are a couple of crucial implications regarding this investigation into relationship 
termination adjustment. As previously stated, relationship problems are one of the most 
common reasons that college students seek counseling services (McCarthy et al., 1997). For 
college counselors, this study could assist their therapeutic interventions by putting greater 
emphasis on the role that both childhood events and childhood attachment play in dealing 
with relationship loss. In essence, examining a student's current relationship difficulties 
might lead him/her to relational problems originating in childhood. As Mo lier et al. (2003) 
have stated, college students who possess internal working models that make them distrust 
(as well as struggle) the close relationships in their lives might require interventions that 
allow them to explore their attachment histories as well the expectations of their close 
relationships. These interventions might create opportunities for personal growth in the 
student, and perhaps create modified relational templates that are more positive and adaptive. 
For college students and counselors alike, the present study could further enhance their 
understanding of the complexity of relationship loss. For some students, dealing with an 
ended relationship can be an emotionally devastating experience. For others, the loss is but a 
mere interruption in their lives. This study can stress to those dealing with this loss that it is 
not just merely one's personality that influences how one deals with a breakup, but 
situational influences such as how one is coping with the stressors in one's life. Moreover, 
students could also note that these distal events can affect the very way they cope with a 
myriad of stressors in their lives, including adjusting to an ended relationship. In short, when 
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one is struggling with a breakup, knowing the potential variables that might be contributing 
to this stressor might mean the difference between personal growth or perpetual stagnation. 
Limitations of the Current Study 
Naturally, the present study has several limitations. First, this study was based upon 
self-report information. Even though many of the predictions made in this study were 
supported by the results (and obviously by what the participant told the researcher), it is not 
possible to determine what the participant said was truly the same as the objective conditions 
that existed within the relationship. 
Second, the present investigation is based on just one member of the dating relationship 
dyad. In order to gain greater insight into how relationships dissolve and how both partners 
adjust to this ended relationship, researchers can follow the lead of Sprecher (1994) and 
examine the reactions and perceptions of both partners following a breakup. 
Third, the present study used a sample of college students from two Midwestern 
universities, which is not a bona fide representative sample. By studying students at several 
college campuses throughout the United States, researchers could get a much more 
representative picture of all the factors that contribute to RTA. Moreover, the present sample 
had fewer men (n= 92) than women (n =160), and even though the sample was poststratified 
to create a more balanced design than the one originally obtained, having more men take 
part in this investigation would have been preferred. Yet, lack of interest or refusal by many 
men to participate in studies on ended relationship adjustment unfortunately does exist 
(Sbarra & Emery, 2005). The challenge for researchers is to make RTA studies like these 
appealing to men. How this goal is to be accomplished remains to be seen. 
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Finally, the study was cross-sectional in nature and due to this design, did not provide 
any insight into any developmental trajectories regarding RTA. How does a college student 
(followed over time) adjust to an ended romantic relationship? Thus far, a few researchers 
have examined this issue longitudinally (Fine & Sacher, 1997; Hill et al., 1976; Sbarra & 
Emery, 2005; Simpson, 1987), but additional research is needed. 
Directions for Future Research 
There are the numerous directions for future research that can be taken. First, the 
present study focused on university students. Are there any site or locale effects between a 
small college setting and a university? Thus far, few if any studies have compared the small 
college setting to the larger university setting in terms of RTA. 
Second, what role does self-efficacy play in adjusting to an ended relationship? Do 
college students displaying higher levels of self-efficacy adjust better than those displaying 
low levels of self-efficacy? Thus far, little research has addressed this issue, and what 
research has been done on the topic has focused on marital separation and not premarital 
relationships (Marcus & Forster, 1988). 
Third, how influential is the level of commitment to the former relationship in the 
context of developmental adaptation? Constructing a structural model with this variable 
designated as a proximal influence could add to our understanding of how one facet of 
emotional and cognitive investment (commitment) affects relationship termination 
adjustment. 
Fourth, what are the developmental trajectories of dealing with an ended relationship? 
In other words, over multiple time points, which of these structural pathways remain stable? 
Which pathways change? For example, how does an insecurely attached young adult adjust 
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to a given ended romantic relationship over time? Does this young adult, if s/he is 
anxious/ambivalent, continue to struggle with the adjustment of the ended relationship, and 
struggle in a new dating relationship? If this adult is avoidant, does s/he continue to repress 
the feelings tied to the ended relationship and not address them? Thus far, only one study to 
date (Sbarra & Emery, 2005) has examined the developmental trajectories of relationship 
termination adjustment via latent growth curve modeling, yet this study did not examine the 
role that distal events (i.e., childhood life events and childhood attachment) play in the 
adjustment process. Future research utilizing multilevel modeling could address these 
concerns. 
Fifth, researchers need to replicate this study on a larger sample. The actual sample size 
(N = 252) used in the present study was sufficient for overall statistical power, but a larger 
and more heterogeneous (especially regarding race and sexual orientation) college sample is 
recommended for future research. Finally, how would young adults dealing with an ended 
relationship (but not enrolled in college) differ in their adjustment than those enrolled in a 
college or a university? 
Conclusion 
Human relationships, as stated by Duck (1992), "run through the fabric of our lives." (p. 
ix). Close relationships, such as a romantic relationship, are a key source of happiness and 
well-being (Berscheid & Reis, 1998) for most individuals. However, relationship dissolution 
can be regarded as one of the most traumatic events one can experience (Frazier & Cook, 
1993; Frazier & Hurliman, 2001; Sprecher, 1994). The purpose of the present study was to 
determine gender and age differences as well as how distal and proximal events influence 
how one adjusts to relationship dissolution. Utilizing the developmental adaptation model 
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(Martin & Martin, 2002), this investigation did indeed demonstrate that events and 
relationships which were a part of college student's distant past exerted some influence over 
how to handle the loss of a romantic relationship. One of the most salient of these findings 
was how childhood attachment influenced confidence (secure adult attachment) and how 
coping acted as a mediator between confidence and dealing with an ended relationship. This 
finding not only adds to our understanding of the distal mechanisms that influence 
one's current life, but also provides empirical support for the developmental adaptation 
model. 
Whereas previous research has examined variables like childhood and adult attachment 
(Moller et al., 2002), Neuroticism (Chung et al., 2002; Tashiro & Frazier, 2003), and coping 
(McCarthy et al., 1997) to determine how they influence ended relationship adjustment, no 
study had examined all of these variables together in a structural model. By examining these 
variables (and others as well) at the same time, the researcher gained a richer, more complete 
understanding of this experience. Individuals trying to move on from an ended relationship 
as well as counselors trying to assist in their personal growth now have additional 
information from which to draw. Rather than viewing this transition as a purely negative 
experience, students might perceive relationship termination adjustment as an opportunity to 
reflect on what they have gained in order to seek out future relationships that are more 
fulfilling (Hill et al., 1976; Monroe et al., 1999; Tashiro & Frazier, 2003). After all, college 
students (as well as other emerging adults) regard this as a period of their lives filled with 
many possibilities and a great deal of optimism (Arnett, 2006). By having the chance to 
adapt to this influential life event in a positive and hopeful manner, one's overall life can be 
enriched. 
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APPENDIX B. INFORMED CONSENT DOCUMENT 
Title of Study: The Role of Proximal and Distal Influences on Relationship 
Termination Adjustment in College Students. 
Investigator: Robert B. Hensley, M.A. 
Dear Participant: 
I am interested in how college students deal with ended romantic relationships. I 
would like to find out how you have handled your most recent romantic relationship breakup. 
This is a research study. Please take your time in deciding if you would like to participate. 
Please feel free to ask questions at any time. 
The purpose of this study is to examine how events in your childhood and factors in 
your current life affect how you deal with an ended romantic relationship. While there is no 
immediate benefit to you, survey results will be used to assess what factors are crucial in 
effectively dealing with a breakup and what factors may hinder the recovery process. These 
results may shed new light into possible therapeutic interventions for college students that are 
struggling with an ended romantic relationship. You are being invited to participate in this 
study because you are a college student and part of the population that I am interested in 
studying. Please take about 60 minutes to respond to the questionnaires included in the 
packet in front of you and return the packet to the instructor once you have completed it. 
Your participation in this study includes receiving extra credit points from your instructor as 
well as completion and return of the questionnaire packet. Your participation in this study is 
voluntary-you may decide to answer only a few of the questions or not complete the survey. 
If you do not participate, your decision will not result in any penalty or loss of benefits to 
you. One potential risk for participants is that they may become uncomfortable recalling 
their former relationships. Since only a small number of college students in Iowa will be 
receiving this survey, your participation is important. 
The answers you provide will be kept confidential. The number on your 
questionnaire is used for coding purposes only and will not be shared with anyone else 
besides myself. Precautions that I will take to protect your confidentially include: 1) 
completed surveys will be stored in a locked room and viewed by nobody else but myself; 2) 
a unique code will be used instead of names or addresses; 3) records identifying participants 
will be kept separate and not made publicly available; 4) data from all completed surveys 
will be stored in password-protected files. These protected files do not contain names and 
addresses of participants. When the results are published, your identity will remain 
confidential. 
You are encouraged to ask questions at any time during this study. For further 
information about the study, you may contact me at 1-515-294-0399 or henslev@iastate.edu 
or my major professor, Peter Martin at 1-515-294-5186 or pxmartin@iastate.edu . If you 
have any questions about the rights of research subjects or research-related injury, please 
contact Ginny Austin Eason, IRB Administrator, (515) 294-4566, austingr@iastate.edu, or 
Diane Ament, Research Compliance Officer (515) 294-3115, dament@iastate.edu. 
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When you have completed the survey, please hand it in to your instructor. Your 
participation is extremely valued! Thanks for your help. 
Sincerely, 
Robert B. Hensley, Ph.D. Candidate 
Iowa State University 
*************************************************************************** 
SUBJECT SIGNATURE 
Your signature indicates that you voluntarily agree to participate in this study, that the study 
has been explained to you, that you have been given the time to read the document and that 
your questions have been satisfactorily answered. You will receive a copy of the signed and 
dated written informed consent prior to your participation in the study. 
Subject's Name (printed) 
(Subject's Signature) (Date) 
INVESTIGATOR STATEMENT 
I certify that the participant has been given adequate time to read and learn about the study 
and all of their questions have been answered. It is my opinion that the participant 
understands the purpose, risks, benefits and the procedures that will be followed in this study 
and has voluntarily agreed to participate. 
(Signature of Person Obtaining 
Informed Consent) 
(Date) 
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APPENDIX C. SURVEY INSTRUMENT 
Please read the following statements and mark or insert the appropriate response. 
1. My gender is: 
a. Female. 
b. Male. 
2. My current age is: 
years. 
3. My classification (year in college) is: 
a. Freshman. 
b. Sophomore. 
c. Junior. 
d. Senior. 
e. Graduate. 
f. Special. 
4. My racial and ethnic identity is best described as (please check all that apply): 
a. White. 
b. White, Hispanic or Latino origin. 
c. African American. 
d. African American, Hispanic or Latino origin. 
e. Asian. 
f. Asian, Hispanic or Latino origin. 
g . American Indian or Alaska Native. 
h. American Indian or Alaska Native, Hispanic or Latino origin. 
i. Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander. 
j. Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander, Hispanic or Latino origin. 
k. Some other race and/or ethnicity (please specify) . 
5. My sexual orientation is: 
a. Heterosexual. 
b. Gay. 
c. Lesbian. 
d. Bisexual. 
6. The highest level of education attained by my mother was: 
a. Did not complete high school. 
b. High school graduate. 
c. Vocational training and/or attended college without obtaining a bachelor's degree. 
d. Bachelor's degree. 
e. Graduate or professional degree. 
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7. The highest level of education attained by my father was: 
a. Did not complete high school. 
b. High school graduate. 
c. Vocational training and/or attended college without obtaining a bachelor's degree. 
d. Bachelor's degree. 
e. Graduate or professional degree. 
8 . My parents: 
a. Did not separate and/or divorce. 
b. Separated and/or divorced when I was years old. 
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Life Events in Childhood and Adolescence 
This questionnaire lists various life events that can occur during your childhood and adolescent 
years. Please examine this list and see if any of these events occurred during this time. If none 
of these events occurred during this time, please mark the column "Never Occurred". If any of 
these events happened when you were in kindergarten through the sixth grade, please mark the 
appropriate column. In addition, if any of these events occurred during the seventh to eighth 
grade, or during the ninth to twelfth grade, please mark the appropriate column. 
Never K-5th 6th-8th 9th-12th 
Occurred Grade Grade Grade 
1. Death of a parent/guardian 
2. Death of a brother or sister 
3. Death of grandparent 
4. Death of a close friend 
5. Divorce of parents 
6. Marital separation of parents 
7. Breaking up with a boyfriend or girlfriend 
8. Serious illness requiring hospitalization of you 
9. Serious illness requiring hospitalization of a parent 
10. Serious illness requiring hospitalization of a brother or 
sister 
11. Acquiring a visible deformity 
12. Having a visible congenital deformity 
13. Unwed pregnancy 
14. Fathering an unwed pregnancy 
15. Pregnancy in unwed teenage sister 
16. Becoming involved with drugs or alcohol 
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Never K-5th 6th-8th 9th-12th 
Occurred Grade Grade Grade 
17. Jail sentence of parent for 1 year or more 
18. Jail sentence of a parent for 30 days or less 
19. Marriage of parent to stepparent 
20. Birth of a brother or sister 
21. Addition of third adult to family (e.g., grandmother) 
22. Discovery of being an adopted child 
23. Increase in the number of arguments between parents 
24. Increase in the number of arguments with parents 
25. Decrease in the number of arguments with parents 
26. Decrease in the number of arguments between parents 
27. Change in father's occupation requiring increased absence 
from home 
28. Mother beginning to work 
29. Loss of job by parent 
30. Change in parents' financial status 
31. Brother or sister leaving home 
32. Move to a new school district 
33. Outstanding personal achievement 
34. Suspension from school 
35. Failure of a grade in school 
36. Change in your acceptance by peers 
37. Beginning to date 
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38. Getting married 
39. Becoming a full-fledged member of a church 
or other place of worship 
Never K-5th 6th-8th 9th-12th 
Occurred Grade Grade Grade 
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Parental Relationships 
This questionnaire lists various attitudes and behaviors of a parent. As you remember your 
mother in your first 16 years, please circle the number beneath the most appropriate response in 
each question? If your mother was deceased or not in your home during this period, could you 
please indicate who your primary caregiver was by filling in the blank and then apply all the 
following questions to this individual. Primary caregiver: 
Please show how much you agree with each of the following items by rating them on this scale: 
0=very unlike; l=moderately unlike; 2=moderately like; 3=very like. 
1. Spoke to me with a warm and friendly voice. 0 2 3 
2. Did not help me as much as I needed. 0 2 3 
3. Let me do those things I liked doing. 0 2 3 
4. Seemed emotionally cold to me. 0 2 3 
5. Appeared to understand my problems and worries. 0 2 3 
6. Was affectionate to me. 0 2 3 
7. Liked me to make my own decisions. 0 2 3 
8. Did not want me to grow up. 0 2 3 
9. Tried to control everything I did. 0 2 3 
10. Invaded my privacy. 0 2 3 
11. Enjoyed talking things over with me. 0 2 3 
12. Frequently smiled at me. 0 2 3 
13. Tended to baby me. 0 2 3 
14. Did not seem to understand what I needed or wanted. 0 2 3 
15. Let me decide things for myself. 0 2 3 
16. Made me feel I wasn't wanted. 0 2 3 
17. Could make me feel better when I was upset. 0 2 3 
153 
F) very unlike; 1) moderately unlike; 2) moderately like; 3) very like.| 
18. Did not talk with me very much. 0 12 3 
19. Tried to make me dependent on her. 0 12 3 
20. Felt I could not look after myself unless she was around. 0 12 3 
21. Gave me as much freedom as I wanted. 0 12 3 
22. Let me go out as often as I wanted. 0 12 3 
23. Was overprotective of me. 0 12 3 
24. Did not praise me. 0 12 3 
25. Let me dress in any way I pleased. 0 12 3 
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Personality 
Please read each of the following statements carefully. Circle the response that best represents 
your opinion. 
SD if you STRONGLY DISAGREE or the statement is definitely false. 
D if you DISAGREE or the statement is mostly false. 
N if you are NEUTRAL on the statement, you cannot decide, or the statement is about 
equally true and false. 
A if you AGREE or the statement is mostly true. 
SA if you STRONGLY AGREE or the statement is definitely true. 
Please fill in only one response for each statement and respond to all statements. 
1. I am not a worrier SD D N A SA 
2. I like to have a lot of people around me SD D N A SA 
3. I don't like to waste my time daydreaming SD D N A SA 
4. I try to be courteous to everyone I meet SD D N A SA 
5. I keep my belongings neat and clean SD D N A SA 
6. I often feel inferior to others SD D N A SA 
7. I laugh easily SD D N A SA 
8. Once I find the right way to do something, 
I stick to it SD D N A SA 
9. I often get into arguments with my family and 
co-workers SD D N A SA 
10. I am pretty good about pacing myself so as to 
get things done on time SD D N A SA 
11. When I am under a great deal of stress, 
sometimes I feel like I am going to pieces SD D N A SA 
12. I don't consider myself especially 
"light-hearted." SD D N A SA 
13. I am intrigued by the pattern I find in art 
and nature SD D N A SA 
14. Some people think I am selfish and egotistical.. ...SD D N A SA 
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15. I am not a very methodical person SD D N A SA 
16. I rarely feel lonely or blue SD D N A SA 
17. I really enjoy talking to people SD D N A SA 
18. I believe letting students hear controversial 
speakers can only confuse and mislead them, ,, SD D N A SA 
19. I would rather cooperate with others than 
compete with them SD D N A SA 
20. I try to perform all the tasks assigned to me 
conscientiously SD D N A SA 
21. I often feel tense and jittery SD D N A SA 
22. I like to be where the action is SD D N A SA 
23. Poetry has little or no effect on me SD D N A SA 
24. I tend to be cynical and skeptical of others' 
intentions SD D N A SA 
25. I have a clear set of goals and work toward 
them in an orderly fashion SD D N A SA 
26. Sometimes I feel completely worthless SD D N A SA 
27. I usually prefer to do things alone SD D N A SA 
28. I often try new and foreign foods SD D N A SA 
29. I believe that most people will take advantage 
of you if you let them SD D N A SA 
30. I waste a lot of time before settling down to 
work SD D N A SA 
31. I rarely feel fearful or anxious SD D N A SA 
32. I often feel as if I am bursting with energy SD D N A SA 
33. I seldom notice the moods or feelings that 
different environments produce SD D N A SA 
34. Most people I know like me ...SD D N A SA 
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SD D N A SA 
SD D N A SA 
...SD D N A SA 
35. I work hard to accomplish my goals 
36. I often get angry at the way people treat me 
37. I am a cheerful, high-spirited person 
38. I believe we should look to our religious 
authorities for decisions on moral issues SD D N A SA 
39. Some people think of me as cold and calculating..SD D N A SA 
40. When I make a commitment, I can always be 
counted on to follow through SD D N A SA 
41. Too often, when things go wrong, I get 
discouraged and feel like giving up SD D N A SA 
42. I am not a cheerful person SD D N A SA 
43. Sometimes when I am reading poetry or looking 
at a work of art, I feel a chill or 
wave of excitement SD D N A SA 
44. I am hard-headed and tough-minded in 
my attitudes SD D N A SA 
45. Sometimes I am not as dependable or reliable as 
SD D N A SA 
SD D N A SA 
SD D N A SA 
46. I am seldom sad or depressed 
47. My life is fast-paced 
48. I have little interest in speculating on the nature 
of the universe or the human condition SD D N A SA 
49. I generally try to be thoughtful and considerate....SD D N A SA 
50. I am a productive person who always gets 
the job done SD D N A SA 
51. I often feel helpless and want someone else to 
solve my problems SD 
52. I am a very active person SD 
53. I have a lot of intellectual curiosity SD 
D N A SA 
D N A SA 
... D N A SA 
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54. If I don't like people, I let them know it SD D N A SA 
55. I never seem to be able to get organized SD D N A SA 
56. At time I have been so ashamed I just 
wanted to hide SD D N A SA 
57. I would rather go my own way than be a leader 
of others SD D N A SA 
58. I often enjoy playing with theories or 
abstract ideas SD D N A SA 
59. If necessary, I am willing to manipulate people to 
get what I want SD D N A SA 
60. I strive for excellence in everything I do SD D N A SA 
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Perceived Stress 
The questions in this scale ask you about your feelings and thoughts during the last month. In 
each case, you will be asked to indicate how often you felt or thought a certain way. Although 
some of the questions are similar, there are differences between them and you should treat each 
one as a separate question. The best approach is to answer each question fairly quickly. That is, 
don't try to count up the number of times you felt a particular way, but rather indicate the 
alternative that seems like a reasonable estimate. For each question choose from the following 
alternatives: 
0 never 
1 almost never 
2 sometimes 
3 fairly often 
4 very often 
1. In the last month, how often have you been upset because of 0 12 3 4 
something that happened unexpectedly? 
2. In the last month, how often have you felt that you unable to 0 12 3 4 
control the important things in your life? 
3. In the last month, how often have you felt nervous and "stressed?" 0 12 3 4 
4. In the last month, how often have you dealt successfully with 0 12 3 4 
irritating life hassles? 
5. In the last month, how often have you felt that you were 0 12 3 4 
effectively coping with important changes that were occurring 
in your life? 
6. In the last month, how often have you felt confident about your 0 12 3 4 
ability to handle your personal problems? 
7. In the last month, how often have you felt that things were going 0 12 3 4 
your way? 
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8. In the last month, how often have you found that you could not 0 12 3 4 
cope with all the things that you had to do? 
9. In the last month, how often have you been able to control 0 12 3 4 
irritations in your life? 
10. In the last month, how often have you felt that you were on top 0 12 3 4 
of things? 
11. In the last month, how often have you been angered because of 0 12 3 4 
things that happened outside of your control? 
12. In the last month, how often have you found yourself thinking 0 12 3 4 
about things that you have to accomplish? 
13. In the last month, how often have you been able to control the 0 12 3 4 
way you spend your time? 
14. In the last month, how often have you felt difficulties were piling 0 12 3 4 
up so high that you could not overcome them? 
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Adult Self-Image and Adult Relationships 
Show how much you agree with each of the following items by rating them on this scale: 
l=totally disagree; 2=strongly disagree; 3=slightly disagree; 4=slightly agree; 5=strongly agree; 
or 6=totally agree. 
1. Overall, I am a worthwhile person. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
2. I am easier to get to know than most people. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
3. I feel confident that other people will be there for me 1 2 3 4 5 6 
when I need them. 
4. I prefer to depend on myself rather than other people. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
5. I prefer to keep to myself. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
6. To ask for help is to admit you are a failure. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
7. People's worth should be judged by what they achieve. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
8. Achieving things is more important than building 1 2 3 4 5 6 
relationships. 
9. Doing your best is more important than getting along 1 2 3 4 5 6 
with others. 
10. If you got a job to do, you should do it no matter who 1 2 3 4 5 6 
gets hurt. 
11. It's important to me that others like me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
12. It's important to me to avoid doing things that others 1 2 3 4 5 6 
won't like. 
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l=totally disagree; 2=strongly disagree; 3=slightly disagree; 4=slightly agree; 
5=strongly agree; or 6=totally agree. 
13. I find it hard to make a decision unless I know what 1 
other people think. 
2 3 4 5 6 
14. My relationships with others are generally superficial. 
15. Sometimes I think I am no good at all. 
16. I find it hard to trust other people. 
17. I find it difficult to depend on others. 
18. I find that others are reluctant to get as close as I 
would like. 
19. I find it relatively easy to get close to other people. 
20. I find it easy to trust others. 
21. I feel comfortable depending on other people. 
22. I worry that others won't care about me as much 
as I care about them. 
23. I worry about people getting too close. 
24. I worry that I won't measure up to other people. 
2 3 4 5 6 
2 3 4 5 6 
2 3 4 5 6 
2 3 4 5 6 
2 3 4 5 6 
2 3 4 5 6 
2 3 4 5 6 
2 3 4 5 6 
2 3 4 5 6 
2 3 4 5 6 
2 3 4 5 6 
25. I have mixed feelings about being close to others. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
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l=totally disagree; 2=strongly disagree; 3=slightly disagree; 4=slightly agree; 
5=strongly agree; or 6=totally agree. 
26. While I want to get close to others, I feel uneasy 1 2 3 4 5 6 
about it. 
27. I wonder why people would want to be involved 1 2 3 4 5 6 
with me. 
28. It's very important to me to have a close relationship. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
29. I worry a lot about my relationships. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
30. I wonder how I would cope without someone to 1 2 3 4 5 6 
love me. 
31. I feel confident about relating to others. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
32. I often feel left out or alone. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
33. I often worry that I do not really fit in with other 1 2 3 4 5 6 
people. 
34. Other people have their own problems, so I don't 1 2 3 4 5 6 
bother them with mine. 
35. When I talk over my problems with others, 1 2 3 4 5 6 
I generally feel ashamed or foolish. 
36. I am too busy with other activities to put much 1 2 3 4 5 6 
time into relationships. 
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l=totally disagree; 2=strongly disagree; 3=slightly disagree; 4=slightly agree; 
5=strongly agree; or 6=totally agree. 
37. If something is bothering me, others are generally 1 2 3 4 5 6 
aware and concerned. 
38. I am confident that other people will like and 1 2 3 4 5 6 
respect me. 
39. I get frustrated when others are not available when 1 2 3 4 5 6 
I need them. 
40. Other people often disappoint me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
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Coping 
I am interested in how people respond when they confront difficult or stressful events in their 
lives. There are lots of ways to try to deal with stress. This questionnaire asks you to indicate 
what you generally do and feel, when you experience stressful events. Obviously, different 
events bring out somewhat different responses, but think about what you usually do when you 
are under a lot of stress. 
When answering these questions, you should treat each item separately from every other item. 
There are no right or wrong answers, and your response should indicate what you do rather than 
what most people do. Your response options are as follows: 
0=(I haven't been doing this at all). 
1=(I have been doing this a little bit). 
2=(I have been doing this a medium amount). 
3= ( I have been doing this a lot). 
1. I've been concentrating my efforts on doing something about the 0 12 3 
situation I am in. 
2. I've been taking action to try to make the situation better. 0 12 3 
3. I've been trying to come up with a strategy about what to do. 0 12 3 
4. I've been thinking hard about what steps to take. 0 12 3 
5. I've been trying to see it in a different light, to make it seem more 0 12 3 
positive. 
6. I've been looking for something good in what is happening. 0 2 3 
7. I've been accepting the reality of the fact that it has happened. 0 2 3 
8. I've been learning to live with it. 0 2 3 
9. I've been making jokes about it. 0 2 3 
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0=(I haven't been doing this at all). 
1=(I have been doing this a little bit). 
2=(I have been doing this a medium amount). 
3= ( I have been doing this a lot). 
10. I've been making fun of the situation. 0 12 3 
11. I've been trying to find comfort in my religion or spiritual beliefs. 0 12 3 
12. I've been praying or meditating. 0 12 3 
13. I've been getting emotional support from others. 0 12 3 
14. I've been getting comfort and understanding from someone. 0 12 3 
15. I've been trying to get advice or help from other people about 0 12 3 
what to do. 
16. I've been getting help and advice from other people. 0 12 3 
17. I've been turning to work or other activities to take my mind off 0 12 3 
of things. 
18. I've been doing something to think about it less, such as going to 0 12 3 
movies, watching TV, reading, daydreaming, sleeping, or shopping. 
19. I've been saying to myself "this isn't real." 0 12 3 
20. I've been refusing to believe that it has happened. 0 12 3 
21. I've been saying things to let my unpleasant feelings escape. 0 12 3 
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0=(I haven't been doing this at all). 
1=(I have been doing this a little bit). 
2=(I have been doing this a medium amount). 
3= ( I have been doing this a lot). 
22. I've been expressing my negative feelings. 0 
23. I've been using alcohol or other drugs to make myself feel better. 0 
24. I've been using alcohol or other drugs to help me get through it. 0 
25. I've been giving up trying to deal with it. 0 
26. I've been giving up the attempt to cope. 0 
27. I've been criticizing myself. 0 
28. I've been blaming myself for things that happened. 0 
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Ended Relationship Information 
Now I want you to think about your most recent romantic relationship breakup. I would like to 
find out a variety of things about this former relationship of yours, even if you were in the 
relationship a long time ago or even if you currently are dating somebody else. Please answer 
the following questions pertaining to your most recent breakup. 
1. What type of dating relationship was your most recent ended relationship? 
a. Heterosexual 
b. Gay 
c. Lesbian 
2. How long have you been separated from your most recent former love relationship? (Please 
identify in terms of months and/or years) 
Year(s) Month(s) 
3. Which of the following love-relationships that has ended or is ending while you complete 
this scale are you thinking of? 
a. My recent former living-together love-relationship. 
b. My recent former non-living together love-relationship. 
4. How long were you in your most recent love-relationship? (Please identify in terms of 
months and/or years). 
Year(s) Month(s) 
5. What year in college or high school did you experience this breakup? 
a. Freshman in high school. 
b. Sophomore in high school. 
c. Junior in high school. 
d. Senior in high school. 
e. Freshman in college. 
f. Sophomore in college. 
g. Junior in college. 
h. Senior in college. 
6. How committed were you to your former love relationship? 
a. Extremely committed. 
b. Very committed. 
c. Somewhat committed. 
d. Minimally committed. 
e. Not committed at all. 
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7. How many of these professional services have you used to help adjust to the ending of this 
love-relationship (mark more than one if necessary): 
a. None. 
b. Ended relationship adjustment class. 
c. Personal growth classes or workshops. 
d. Individual or group therapy. 
e. Counseling with minister, priest, or rabbi. 
f. Other. Please explain . 
8. Who decided to end this love-relationship? 
a. I did. 
b. She/he did. 
c. Mutual decision. 
9. What is your current dating status? 
a. In a living-together love-relationship. 
b. In a non-living-together love-relationship. 
c. Not in an important love-relationship. 
d. Not currently in a dating relationship. 
10. If you are currently dating somebody, how long have you been dating him/her? (Please 
identify in terms of months and/or years). 
Year(s) Month(s) 
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Ended Relationship Adjustment 
Please continue to focus on your most recent breakup. The following statements reflect feelings 
and attitudes that people frequently experience while they are ending a love-relationship. Even 
though your breakup may have happened some time ago, or if you currently are dating somebody 
else, when answering the following questions, read each statement and decide how frequently the 
statement applies to your present feelings and attitudes regarding your most recent ended 
romantic relationship. Please circle the appropriate response for each statement. If the statement 
is not appropriate for you in your present situation, answer the way you feel you might if that 
statement were appropriate. 
The five responses to choose from are: 
1) almost never 2) seldom 3) sometimes 4) usually 5) almost always. 
1. Regarding my most recent breakup, I am physically and 1 2 3 4 5 
emotionally exhausted from morning until night. 
2. Regarding my most recent breakup, I am constantly 1 2 3 4 5 
thinking of my former love-partner. 
3. I like being the person I am. 1 2 3 4 5 
4. Regarding my most recent breakup, I feel like crying 1 2 3 4 5 
because I feel so sad. 
5. There are many things about my personality I would 1 2 3 4 5 
like to change. 
6. Regarding my most recent breakup, it is easy for me to 1 2 3 4 5 
accept my becoming a single person. 
7. Regarding my most recent breakup, I feel depressed. 1 2 3 4 5 
8. Regarding my most recent breakup, I feel emotionally 1 2 3 4 5 
separated from my former love-partner. 
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1) almost never 2) seldom 3) sometimes 4) usually almost alwaysj 
9. People would not like me if they got to know me. 2 3 4 5 
10. I feel like I am an attractive person. 2 3 4 5 
11. Regarding my most recent breakup, I feel as though 
I am in a daze and the world does not seem real. 
2 3 4 5 
12. Regarding my most recent breakup, I find myself doing 
things just to please my former love-partner. 
2 3 4 5 
13. When I recall my most recent breakup, I feel lonely. 2 3 4 5 
14. I have many plans and goals for the future. 2 3 4 5 
15. I feel I don't have much sex appeal. 2 3 4 5 
16. It is easy for me to organize my daily routine of living. 2 3 4 5 
17. Regarding my most recent breakup, I find myself making 
excuses to see and talk to my former love-partner. 
2 3 4 5 
18. Because my most recent love-relationship ended, I must 
be a failure. 
2 3 4 5 
19. I feel comfortable being with people. 2 3 4 5 
20. I have trouble concentrating due to 
my most recent breakup. 
2 3 4 5 
21. I think of my former love-partner as related to me rather 1 
than as a separate person. 
2 3 4 5 
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22. I feel like an okay person. 1 2 3 4 5 
23. I have close friends who know and understand me. 1 2 3 4 5 
24. I feel capable of building a deep and meaningful 1 2 3 4 5 
love-relationship. 
25. I have trouble sleeping due to my most recent breakup. 1 2 3 4 5 
26. Because my most recent love-relationship ended, I feel 1 2 3 4 5 
there must be something wrong with me. 
27. As a result of my most recent breakup, I either have had 1 2 3 4 5 
no appetite or eat continuously which is unusual for me. 
28. I don't want to accept the fact that my most recent 1 2 3 4 5 
love-relationship is ending or has ended. 
29. As a result of my most recent breakup, I force myself 1 2 3 4 5 
to eat even though I'm not hungry. 
30. I have given up on my most recent love-partner and 1 2 3 4 5 
I getting back together. 
31. As a result of my most recent breakup, I feel very 1 2 3 4 5 
frightened inside. 
32. I feel capable of living the kind of life I would like to live. 1 2 3 4 5 
33. As a result of my most recent breakup, I have noticed 1 2 3 4 5 
my body weight is changing a great deal. 
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1) almost never 2) seldom 3) sometimes 4) usually 5) almost always.| 
34. I believe if we try, my most recent love-partner and 12 3 4 
I can save our love-relationship. 
35. As a result of my most recent breakup, my abdomen 12 3 4 
feels empty and hollow. 
36. I have feelings of romantic love for my most recent 12 3 4 
former love-partner. 
37. I can make the decisions I need to because I know and 12 3 4 
trust my feelings. 
38. As a result of my most recent breakup, I have really 12 3 4 
made a mess of my life. 
39. As a result of my most recent breakup, I sigh a lot. 12 3 4 
40. I believe it is best for all concerned to have my most 1 2 3 4 
recent love-relationship end. 
41. As a result of my most recent breakup, I perform my 12 3 4 
daily activities in a mechanical and unfeeling manner. 
42. I become upset when I think about my most recent former 12 3 4 
love-partner having a love-relationship with someone else. 
43. I feel capable of facing and dealing with my problems. 12 3 4 
44. It will only be a matter of time until my most recent 12 3 4 
former love-partner and I get back together. 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
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45. As a result of my most recent breakup, I feel detached and 1 2 3 4 5 
removed from activities around me as though I were 
watching them on a movie screen. 
46. I would like to continue having a sexual relationship with 1 2 3 4 5 
my most recent former love-partner. 
47. Life is somehow passing me by. 1 2 3 4 5 
48. I feel comfortable going by myself to a public place 1 2 3 4 5 
such as a movie. 
49. It is good to feel alive again after having felt numb and 1 2 3 4 5 
emotionally dead regarding my most recent breakup. 
50. I feel I know and understand myself. 1 2 3 4 5 
51. I feel emotionally committed to my most recent former 1 2 3 4 5 
love-partner. 
52. As a result of my most recent breakup, I want to be with 1 2 3 4 5 
people, but I feel emotionally distant from them. 
53. I am the type of person I would like to have for a friend. 1 2 3 4 5 
54. As a result of my most recent breakup, even on the days 1 2 3 4 5 
when I am feeling good, I may suddenly become sad and 
start crying. 
55. I can't believe my most recent former love-relationship is 1 2 3 4 5 
ending or has ended. 
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|l) almost never 2) seldom 3) sometimes 4) usually 5) almost always.| 
56. I become upset when I think about my most recent former 12 3 4 
love-partner dating someone else. 
57. I feel I have a normal amount of self-confidence. 12 3 4 
58. People seem to enjoy being with me. 12 3 4 
59. Morally and spiritually, I believe it is wrong for my most 12 3 4 
recent former love-relationship to end. 
60. As a result of my most recent breakup, I wake up in the 1 2 3 4 
morning feeling there is no good reason to get out of bed. 
61. I find myself daydreaming about all the good times I had 12 3 4 
with my most recent former love-partner. 
62. I feel guilty about my most recent former love-relationship 12 3 4 
ending. 
63. As a result of my most recent breakup, I feel emotionally 12 3 4 
insecure. 
64. As a result of my most recent breakup, I feel emotionally 12 3 4 
weak and helpless. 
65. As a result of my most recent breakup, I think about 12 3 4 
ending my life with suicide. 
66. I understand the reasons why my most recent former 12 3 4 
love-relationship did not work out. 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
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1) almost never 2) seldom 3) sometimes 4) usually 5) almost always.| 
67. I feel comfortable having my friends know my most 1 2 3 4 5 
recent former love-relationship is ending or has ended. 
68. As a result of my most recent breakup, I feel like I am 1 2 3 4 5 
going crazy. 
69. As a result of my most recent breakup, I feel as though 1 2 3 4 5 
I am the only single person in a couples-only society. 
70. As a result of my most recent breakup, I feel my friends 1 2 3 4 5 
look at me as unstable now that I'm separated. 
71. I daydream about being with and talking to my most 1 2 3 4 5 
recent former love-partner. 
72. As a result of my most recent breakup, I need to improve 1 2 3 4 5 
my feelings of self-worth about being a woman/man. 
Thank you for your participation in this study! 
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